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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

NOTICE  OF  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
TUESDAY,  JANUARY  26,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  416 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President), 

Angelo  King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Matt  Tuchow,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  November  24,  2009  Commission  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 

Document:  November  24,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfQov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=i  14683)  (Discussion  and 
Action) 

3.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  3:  Energy--San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 
Presentation  (SFMTA)  on  the  San  Francisco  Community  Wide  Climate  Action  Plan  and  the  voter 
mandated  Prop  A which  required  SFMTA  to  reduce  community  wide  emissions  from  the 
transportation  sector  20%  by  2011.  SFMTA  is  requesting  the  Commission’s  support  of  its  proposal. 
Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Staff  Speaker:  Calla  Ostrander,  Climate  Action  Coordinator  (5 
minutes);  SFMTA  Speakers:  Marty  Mellera,  Climate  Action  Plan  Representative  (15  minutes)  and  Timothy 
Papandreou,  Assistant  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  (15  minutes)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion  and 
Possible  Action) 

4.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  16:  Environmental  Health-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File 
2009-06-COE  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and  reducing  exposure  to 
radiation  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of  radiation  information  at  point  of  sale.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Wald;  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (10  minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  5:  Waste  Reduction-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-01- 
COE  recommending  support  of  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance  Board  of  Supervisors  File  No. 
091211.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Staff  Presenter:  Jack  Macy,  Commercial  Zero  Waste 
Coordinator  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Ordinance  File  No.  09121 1 and 
Draft  Resolution  File  2009-07-COE) 
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6.  Approval  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Fiscal-Year  2010-2011  Draft  Budget.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Budget)  Sponsor  and  Staff  Speaker:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  (Informational 
Report,  Discussion,  and  Action) 

7.  Annual  Election  of  Commission  Officers.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

8.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Committee  Appointments.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

9.  Public  Notice  of  2010  Subscription  and  Renewal  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  and 
Committee  Notices  and  Agendas  as  required  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Subscription  Request  Form  (Word)  Staff  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission 
Secretary  (Information  and  Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

11.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair's  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  20,  2010  meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  April  21 , 

2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Eco  Center,  1 1 Grove  Street. 

12.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  25,  2010  and  December  14,  2009  meetings  and  review  of  the 
agenda  for  the  February  8,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

13.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

14.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

15.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

16.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

17.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

18.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

19.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  March  23,  2010,  5:00  p.m. 
at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 
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**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website 

http://sfciov.ora/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id-61 004:  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.  Fish(a)sfgov.  ors  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have 
been  distributed  to  the  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the 
Commission's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp ?id=61004  as  links  to  the  agenda  or 
meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the  proceedings 
begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the  official  public  record 
and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the 
hearing.  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at 
the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post- 
consumer recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission 
Secretary  and  the  public. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the 
public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the 
comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This 
rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is 
limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission  meeting  rooms  are 
wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street. 
Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van 
Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside 
parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue 
adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting, 
a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 
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Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2,vi  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02;  telephone  (41 5)  252-31 00,  fax  (41 5)  252-31 1 2,  web  site  at 
www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  January  20,  2010 
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FILE  NO.  R-2009-06-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 


1 [CELL  PHONE  RADIATION  SAFETY  AND  DISCLOSURE] 

2 

3 Resolution  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and 

4 reducing  exposure  to  radiation  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of 

5 radiation  information  at  point  of  sale. 

6 

WHEREAS,  The  Policy  Committee  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  met 

8 on  December  14,  2009  and  unanimously  adopted  the  findings  and  recommendations 

9 listed  below;  and 

10  WHEREAS,  More  that  270  million  people  in  the  United  States  (US)  use  cell 

1 1 phones  with  an  increasing  number  of  them  children,  and 

12  WHEREAS,  Cell  phones  are  an  important  tool  of  communication,  especially 

13  during  times  of  emergency;  and 

14  WHEREAS,  A cell  phone  emits  Radio  Frequency  (RF)  radiation  from  the  antenna 

15  of  the  device,  often  in  a 360-degree  pattern,  as  the  device  seeks  to  make  a connection 

16  with  the  cell  tower;  and 

17  WHEREAS,  Recently  published  long-term  studies  looking  at  cell  phone  use  for 

18  10  years  have  indicated  evidence  of  increasing  occurrence  of  brain  and  salivary  cancers 

19  especially  on  the  side  of  the  head  where  cell  phones  are  held;  and 

20  WHEREAS,  Children  are  potentially  more  vulnerable  to  this  radiation  exposure 

21  due  to  their  smaller  head  size,  thinner  skulls,  different  composition  of  tissues,  and  still- 

22  developing  brains  and  bodies;  and 

23  WHEREAS,  Governments  around  the  world  including  France,  Israel,  Germany, 

24  Finland,  and  Switzerland,  have  issued  warnings  about  prolonged  cell  phone  use, 

25  especially  for  children;  and 
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FILE  NO.  R-2009-06-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 


WHEREAS,  The  French  Senate  is  considering  legislation  that  would  restrict  the 
promotion  and  sale  of  cell  phones  for  use  by  children  and  would  require  companies  to 
offer  headsets  with  each  phone  sold;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  maximum  level  of  radiation  emitted  from  a cell  phone  and 
absorbed  by  the  human  brain  and  body  is  called  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  and 
these  values  range  in  cell  phones  from  0.2  to  1.6  W/kg,  the  maximum  legal  value  in  the 
US;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  United  States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  does  not 
review  the  safety  of  cell  phones  before  they  come  to  market  but  does  have  the  authority 
to  take  action  against  the  unsafe  exposure  to  radiation  from  these  products;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  United  States  Federal  Communications  Commission  (FCC)  has 
accepted  the  safety  standards  for  cell  phone  radiation  set  by  the  electronics  professional 
trade  association,  the  Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers  (IEEE);  and 

WHEREAS,  cell  phone  radiation  safety  levels  accepted  by  the  FCC  do  not  take 
into  account  potential  increased  vulnerabilities  of  children  nor  the  cumulative  effects  of 
long-term  use  and  do  not  provide  sufficient  protection  in  determining  a maximum 
allowable  SAR  value  of  1.6  W/Kg  for  the  human  head  and  brain;  and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  has  adopted  a Precautionary  Principle  Ordinance 
that  compels  government  agencies  to  heed  early  warning  signs  from  the  scientific 
literature  and  to  take  protective  action  to  prevent  harm;  and 

WHEREAS,  Cell  phone  manufacturers  are  required  to  report  the  SAR  values  of 
their  phones  to  the  FCC  but  are  not  obligated  to  make  this  information  available  to  the 
public;  and 

WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco,  and  beyond,  have  the  right  to  know 
the  level  of  radiation  being  emitted  by  cell  phones  as  they  make  their  purchasing 
decisions;  and 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 
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WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco  should  be  informed  of  any  steps  that 
can  be  taken  to  minimize  harm,  such  as  the  importance  of  using  head-sets  and  texting 
as  an  alternative  to  speaking  directly  into  the  phone,  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED  that  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends 
that  the: 

a.  Federal  Government  conduct  a review  of  cell  phone  safety  standards  and  revise 
these  based  on  concerns  for  children  and  long-term  effects  and  consider  a ban 
on  cell  phone  advertising  aimed  at  children. 

b.  State  of  California  and  the  Federal  Government  adopt  legislation  that  requires 
warning  labels  be  placed  on  all  cell  phone  packaging  regarding  exposure  to 
radiation,  especially  for  children. 

c.  City/County  adopt  legislation  requiring  that  retailers  of  cell  phones  provide  point- 
of-sale  information  on  SAR  values  and  information  on  safer  use.  The  SAR  value 
should  be  as  visible  to  the  consumer  as  the  price. 

d.  City/County  work  closely  with  the  School  District  to  educate  students,  parents, 
caregivers  and  teachers  about  cell  phone  radiation  and  the  importance  of 
appropriate  use  of  cell  phones  including:  limiting  their  use  to  emergencies,  use  of 
a headset,  and  keeping  the  phone  away  from  the  child’s  body  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible. 

e.  City/County  work  closely  with  the  School  District  to  prohibit  the  distribution  of  cell 
phone  promotional  materials  and  the  use  of  cell  phones  as  part  of  the  curriculum 
especially  for  elementary  schools. 

f.  City/County  explore  ways  to  encourage  cell  phone  companies  to  develop 
technologies,  products,  and  educational  programs  that  facilitate  the  safest 
possible  use  of  cell  phones. 

g.  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Department  of 
Technology,  under  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  require  that  cell 
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FILE  NO.  R-2009-06-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 


phones  purchased  by  City  Departments  minimize  SAR  values  and  come  with 
both  a headset  and  educational  materials  on  minimizing  exposure  to  radiation, 
h.  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  initiate  an  educational  campaign  that 
includes  a web  page  to  help  consumers  identify  low  SAR  value  phones  and 
protective  measures  to  reduce  exposure  to  cell  phone  radiation. 
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SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


DAVID  ASSMANN 
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2010  REQUEST  FOR  SUBSCRIPTION  TO  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  and 
COMMITTEE  NOTICES,  AGENDAS,  or  AGENDA  PACKETS 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws,  Article  XIII-Requests  for 
Notice  and  Agendas  as  follows:  “A  request  from  a member  of  the  media  or  public  to  receive 
notices,  agendas,  or  agenda  packets  for  Commission  or  committee  meetings  must  be  in  writing 
and  specify  what  the  person  would  like  to  receive  and  whether  notice  by  email  is  preferred.  Such 
requests  will  be  valid  until  the  following  January.  In  January  of  each  year,  the  Commission  will 
ask  each  person  on  the  list  to  re-affirm  their  desire  to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a 
notice  on  the  Commission’s  January  agenda.” 

Current  Subscribers:  Please  advise  whether  to  discontinue  your  subscription  or  add  a new 
subscription  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  notices  and  agendas  by  sending  this  section  back 
by  email  to  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  at  the  following  email  address:  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org 
or  by  mail  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

Discontinue  Subscription  to: 

Full  Commission  Operations  Committee  Policy  Committee 

Name Email  Address 

New  subscribers  or  email  change:  please  fill  out  the  following  information: 

New  Subscription  Email  change: 

Name Previous  Email 

Current  Email  Address 

If  email  is  not  available: 

Address 

City State Zip 

Subscribe  to: 

Full  Commission  Operations  Committee  Policy  Committee 

Please  note  that  in  order  to  conserve  paper,  email  is  the  preferred  method  of  subscription 
service. 

This  is  to  certify  that  the  above  notice  was  issued  on  January  26,  2010. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President), 
Angelo  King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  MattTuchow,  Johanna  Wald 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  November  24,  2009  Commission  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 

Document:  November  24,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfaov.ora/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=1 14683)  (Discussion  and 
Action) 

3.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  3:  Energy--San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 
Presentation  (SFMTA)  on  the  San  Francisco  Community  Wide  Climate  Action  Plan  and  the  voter 
mandated  Prop  A which  required  SFMTA  to  reduce  community  wide  emissions  from  the 
transportation  sector  20%  by  2011.  SFMTA  is  requesting  the  Commission’s  support  of  its  proposal. 
Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Staff  Speaker:  Calla  Ostrander,  Climate  Action  Coordinator  (5 
minutes);  SFMTA  Speakers:  Marty  Mellera,  Climate  Action  Plan  Representative  (15  minutes)  and  Timothy 
Papandreou,  Assistant  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  (15  minutes)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion  and 
Possible  Action) 

4.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  16:  Environmental  Health-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File 
2009-06-COE  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and  reducing  exposure  to 
radiation  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of  radiation  information  at  point  of  sale.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Wald;  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (10  minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE  (Word) 

http://sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/supportina/2010/CQERescellphoneradiation121409.doc)  (DiSCUSSion  and 

Action) 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  5:  Waste  Reduction-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-01- 
COE  recommending  support  of  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance  Board  of  Supervisors  File  No. 
091211.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Staff  Presenter:  Jack  Macy,  Commercial  Zero  Waste 
Coordinator  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Ordinance  File  No.  09121 1 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


(PDF)  liUD  //s(Qov.orQ/sile/uoloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinQs/coe/suDPortina/2010/baarebateordinance09121 1.pdf  and  Draft 

Resolution  File  201 0-01 -COE) 

6.  Approval  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Fiscal-Year  2010-201 1 Draft  Budget.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Budget)  Sponsor  and  Staff  Speaker:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  (Informational 
Report,  Discussion,  and  Action) 

7.  Approval  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  2009  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  (Explanatory  Document:  2009 

Annual  Report  Draft  (Word)  http://sfQov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/supportinq/2010/AnnualReport09Draft.doc) 
Staff  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Discussion  and  Action) 

8.  Annual  Election  of  Commission  Officers.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Committee  Appointments.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

10.  Public  Notice  of  2010  Subscription  and  Renewal  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  and 
Committee  Notices  and  Agendas  as  required  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Subscription  Request  Form  (Word) 

http://sfqQv.Qrq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/cQe/suppQrtinq/2010/SubscriptiontQaqendas2010.dQc)  Staff  Speaker:  Monica 

Fish,  Commission  Secretary  (Information  and  Discussion) 

11.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

12.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  20,  2010  meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  April  21 , 

2010  meeting,  location  to  be  announced. 

13.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  25,  2010  and  December  14,  2009  meetings  and  review  of  the 
agenda  for  the  February  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

14.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

15.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

16.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

17.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

18.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

19.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 
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20.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  March  23,  2010,  5:00  p.m. 
at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website 

http://sfciov.ora/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp? id-61 004;  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355=3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.  FishCdls  fimv.  org  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have 
been  distributed  to  the  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the 
Commission 's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id-61004  as  links  to  the  agenda  or 
meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the  proceedings 
begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the  official  public  record 
and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the 
hearing.  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at 
the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post- 
consumer recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission 
Secretary  and  the  public. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the 
public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the 
comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This 
rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is 
limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission  meeting  rooms  are 
wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street. 
Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van 
Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside 
parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue 
adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 
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In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
ot  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 


The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting, 
a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at 
www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  January  21,  2010 
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FILE  NO.  R“2009"06“COE 


RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-C0E 


1 [CELL  PHONE  RADIATION  SAFETY  AND  DISCLOSURE] 

2 

3 Resolution  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and 

4 reducing  exposure  to  radiation  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of 

5 radiation  information  at  point  of  sale. 

6 

WHEREAS,  The  Policy  Committee  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  met 

8 on  December  14,  2009  and  unanimously  adopted  the  findings  and  recommendations 

9 listed  below;  and 

10  WHEREAS,  More  that  270  million  people  in  the  United  States  (US)  use  cell 

1 1 phones  with  an  increasing  number  of  them  children,  and 

12  WHEREAS,  Cell  phones  are  an  important  tool  of  communication,  especially 

13  during  times  of  emergency;  and 

14  WHEREAS,  A cell  phone  emits  Radio  Frequency  (RF)  radiation  from  the  antenna 

15  of  the  device,  often  in  a 360-degree  pattern,  as  the  device  seeks  to  make  a connection 

16  with  the  cell  tower;  and 

17  WHEREAS,  Recently  published  long-term  studies  looking  at  cell  phone  use  for 

18  10  years  have  indicated  evidence  of  increasing  occurrence  of  brain  and  salivary  cancers 

19  especially  on  the  side  of  the  head  where  cell  phones  are  held;  and 

20  WHEREAS,  Children  are  potentially  more  vulnerable  to  this  radiation  exposure 

21  due  to  their  smaller  head  size,  thinner  skulls,  different  composition  of  tissues,  and  still- 

22  developing  brains  and  bodies;  and 

23  WHEREAS,  Governments  around  the  world  including  France,  Israel,  Germany, 

24  Finland,  and  Switzerland,  have  issued  warnings  about  prolonged  cell  phone  use, 

25  especially  for  children;  and 
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FILE  NO.  R-2009-06-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 


WHEREAS,  The  French  Senate  is  considering  legislation  that  would  restrict  the 
promotion  and  sale  of  cell  phones  for  use  by  children  and  would  require  companies  to 
offer  headsets  with  each  phone  sold;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  maximum  level  of  radiation  emitted  from  a cell  phone  and 
absorbed  by  the  human  brain  and  body  is  called  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  and 
these  values  range  in  cell  phones  from  0.2  to  1.6  W/kg,  the  maximum  legal  value  in  the 
US;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  United  States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  does  not 
review  the  safety  of  cell  phones  before  they  come  to  market  but  does  have  the  authority 
to  take  action  against  the  unsafe  exposure  to  radiation  from  these  products;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  United  States  Federal  Communications  Commission  (FCC)  has 
accepted  the  safety  standards  for  cell  phone  radiation  set  by  the  electronics  professional 
trade  association,  the  Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers  (IEEE);  and 

WHEREAS,  cell  phone  radiation  safety  levels  accepted  by  the  FCC  do  not  take 
into  account  potential  increased  vulnerabilities  of  children  nor  the  cumulative  effects  of 
long-term  use  and  do  not  provide  sufficient  protection  in  determining  a maximum 
allowable  SAR  value  of  1.6  W/Kg  for  the  human  head  and  brain;  and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  has  adopted  a Precautionary  Principle  Ordinance 
that  compels  government  agencies  to  heed  early  warning  signs  from  the  scientific 
literature  and  to  take  protective  action  to  prevent  harm;  and 

WHEREAS,  Cell  phone  manufacturers  are  required  to  report  the  SAR  values  of 
their  phones  to  the  FCC  but  are  not  obligated  to  make  this  information  available  to  the 
public;  and 

WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco,  and  beyond,  have  the  right  to  know 
the  level  of  radiation  being  emitted  by  cell  phones  as  they  make  their  purchasing 
decisions;  and 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 
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WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco  should  be  informed  of  any  steps  that 
can  be  taken  to  minimize  harm,  such  as  the  importance  of  using  head-sets  and  texting 
as  an  alternative  to  speaking  directly  into  the  phone,  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED  that  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends 
that  the: 

a.  Federal  Government  conduct  a review  of  cell  phone  safety  standards  and  revise 
these  based  on  concerns  for  children  and  long-term  effects  and  consider  a ban 
on  cell  phone  advertising  aimed  at  children. 

b.  State  of  California  and  the  Federal  Government  adopt  legislation  that  requires 
warning  labels  be  placed  on  all  cell  phone  packaging  regarding  exposure  to 
radiation,  especially  for  children. 

c.  City/County  adopt  legislation  requiring  that  retailers  of  cell  phones  provide  point- 
of-sale  information  on  SAR  values  and  information  on  safer  use.  The  SAR  value 
should  be  as  visible  to  the  consumer  as  the  price. 

d.  City/County  work  closely  with  the  School  District  to  educate  students,  parents, 
caregivers  and  teachers  about  cell  phone  radiation  and  the  importance  of 
appropriate  use  of  cell  phones  including:  limiting  their  use  to  emergencies,  use  of 
a headset,  and  keeping  the  phone  away  from  the  child’s  body  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible. 

e.  City/County  work  closely  with  the  School  District  to  prohibit  the  distribution  of  cell 
phone  promotional  materials  and  the  use  of  cell  phones  as  part  of  the  curriculum 
especially  for  elementary  schools. 

f.  City/County  explore  ways  to  encourage  cell  phone  companies  to  develop 
technologies,  products,  and  educational  programs  that  facilitate  the  safest 
possible  use  of  cell  phones. 

g.  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Department  of 
Technology,  under  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  require  that  cell 
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FILE  NO.  R-2009-06-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 


phones  purchased  by  City  Departments  minimize  SAR  values  and  come  with 
both  a headset  and  educational  materials  on  minimizing  exposure  to  radiation, 
h.  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  initiate  an  educational  campaign  that 
includes  a web  page  to  help  consumers  identify  low  SAR  value  phones  and 
protective  measures  to  reduce  exposure  to  cell  phone  radiation. 
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FILE  NO.  2010=01  “COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1 [Bag  Reuse] 

2 URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  OF  THE  CITY 

3 AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  SUPPORT  LEGISLATION  THAT 

4 PROMOTES  THE  REUSE  OF  CARRYOUT  BAGS. 

5 

6 WHEREAS,  All  types  bags  use  increasingly  scarce  resources,  including 

7 energy,  and  create  pollution  from  production  and  paper  bags  improperly  sent  to 

8 landfill,  even  if  made  from  100%  recycled  content,  will  produce  greenhouses 

9 gases  and  take  up  unnecessary  space;  and, 

10  WHEREAS,  Source  Reduction  and  reuse  consume  less  resources  and  create 

1 1 less  pollution  than  recycling;  and 

12  WHEREAS,  Greater  reuse  of  carryout  bags  will  significantly  promote  the 

13  conservation  of  resources  and  energy,  and  reduce  pollution,  by  lessening  the 

14  demand  for  producing  more  bags;  and, 

15  WHEREAS,  Bags  provided  for  free  at  checkout  are  usually  perceived  as 

16  disposable  products,  being  used  on  average  for  just  a few  minutes,  creating  an 

17  impediment  to  increasing  bag  reuse;  and, 

18  WHEREAS,  Stores  in  San  Francisco  currently  spend  an  average  5 to  7 cents 

19  per  paper  bag,  so  a store  can  come  out  even  or  ahead  by  offering  a 1 0 cent 

20  rebate  over  the  cost  of  a typical  double-bagged  paper  bag;  and, 

21  WHEREAS,  A initial  fee  of  1 5 cents  per  bag  on  plastic  shopping  bags  in  the 

22  Republic  of  Ireland  has  cut  their  use  by  more  than  90%  and  raised  millions  of 

23  euros  to  be  spent  on  environmental  projects;  and, 
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FILE  NO.  201 0-01 -COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  Reusable  bags  can  have  the  benefit  of  being  easier  to  carry  with 
long  pliable  strong  handles,  that  can  be  put  over  the  shoulder  and  free  up  the  use 
of  hands,  and  can  handle  more  items  and  more  weight,  than  those  provided  by 
stores  at  checkout;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Many  reusable  bags  are  machine  washable  and  made  of  durable 
strong  fabric  that  will  last  many  years  and  save  the  use  of  thousands  of 
disposable  bags;  and 

WHEREAS,  There  is  current  state  legislation  proposed  that  would  require  a 
significant  fee  paid  by  customers  on  all  checkout  bags  provided  by  stores;  and 
WHEREAS,  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance  Board  of  Supervisors  File  No. 
091211  would  encourage  bag  reuse;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and 
Board  of  Supervisors  to  support  state  and  local  legislation  that  encourages 
customers  to  get  in  the  habit  of  bringing  and  reusing  their  own  bags  in  order  to 
assure  bag  reuse  and  overall  bag  reduction. 
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January  26,  2010 


FILE  NO. 


ORDINANCE  NO. 


1 [Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance.] 

2 

3 Ordinance  amending  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  by  adding  Chapter  20, 

4 Sections  2001  through  2005,  entitled  "Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance,"  to  require 

5 stores  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  provide  a rebate  to  customers  for 

6 bringing  their  own  carryout  bags  and  to  provide  penalties  for  violations. 

NOTE:  Additions  are  single-underline  italics  Times  New  Roman ; 

8 Board  amendment  additions  are  double-underlined: 

9 Board  amendment  deletions  are  strikethrough-normal. 

10  Be  it  ordained  by  the  People  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco: 

1 1 Section  1.  FINDINGS.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  hereby  finds  and  declares: 

12  (a)  By  enacting  the  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

13  intends  to  encourage  customers  to  get  into  the  habit  of  bringing  and  reusing  their 

1 4 own  bags  to  carry  their  purchases  out  of  the  store.  Greater  reuse  of  carryout 

1 5 bags  will  significantly  promote  the  conservation  of  resources  and  energy.  Even 

16  when  stores  provide  recycled,  recyclable  and  compostable  bags,  there  are 

17  adverse  environmental  consequences. 

18  (b)  Source  reduction  and  reuse  always  consume  fewer  resources  than  recycling. 

1 9 Multiple/euse  of  bags  means  that  no  new  products  are  placed  into  the  recycling 

20  stream  or,  even  worse,  into  landfill. 

21  (c)  Both  paper  and  plastic  bags  are  produced  in  factories,  which  results  in  energy 

consumption  and  waste  materials  as  by-products. 

23  (d)  Paper  bags  improperly  sent  to  landfill,  even  if  made  from  100  percent  recycled 

24  content,  will  produce  greenhouse  gases  and  take  up  unnecessary  space. 

25 
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(e)  Compostable  bags  made  from  corn  starch  require,  over  the  course  of  production, 
the  planting,  fertilization,  cultivation,  and  harvesting  of  crops,  all  of  which 
consume  natural  resources.  Moreover,  the  production  of  bags  from  corn  starch 
reduces  the  availability  of  arable  land  for  food. 

(f)  The  recycled  paper  bags  permitted  under  San  Francisco  Plastic  Bag  Ordinance 
cost  approximately  5 to  7 cents  each  and  in  many  cases  retailers  already  credit  a 
customer  for  using  self-supplied  bags.  A retailer  should  either  come  out  even  or 
actually  ahead  by  offering  a 10  cent  rebate  over  the  cost  of  a double-bagged 
paper  bag. 

(g)  The  concern  over  the  cost  and  inconvenience  of  recycling  plastic  bags  is 
growing.  Municipalities  and  individual  companies  have  selectively  banned  or 
discontinued  the  use  of  plastic  checkout  bags,  which  preserves  the  consumer’s 
ability  to  choose  between  using  a recycled  paper  bag  or  bringing  their  own  bag. 

(h)  Using  reusable  eco-friendly  bags  will  lessen  the  demand  for  plastic  and  paper 
bags,  reducing  their  production  and  the  associated  pollution  and  resource 
consumption.  It  is  estimated  that  reusing  just  one  bag  a day  can  eliminate  the 
need  for  approximately  20,000  bags  over  the  life  span  of  the  average  American. 

(i)  The  practice  of  using  give-away  carryout  bags,  while  convenient,  is 
extraordinarily  wasteful.  On  average,  each  carryout  bag  is  used  for 
approximately  12  minutes  before  the  consumer  discards  it. 

(j)  Beyond  the  benefits  to  the  environment,  there  are  several  other  advantages  to 
more  frequent  use  of  an  eco-friendly  bag.  Reusable  shopping  bags  can  carry  at 
least  twice  as  much  weight  as  most  nonreusable  shopping  bags.  Reusable  bags 
are  easier  to  carry,  typically  having  long,  pliable,  fabric  handles  that  are  easy  on 
the  hands  and  are  easy  to  put  over  the  shoulder,  leaving  hands  free  for  other 
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1 things  such  as  holding  a child’s  hand  while  walking  through  a parking  lot  or 

2 crossing  a street. 

3 (k)  Many  reusable  shopping  bags  are  made  from  environmentally  friendly  fabrics, 

4 such  as  hemp  or  recycled  or  scrap  cotton,  and  are  non-toxic  and  non-allergenic. 

5 Additionally,  many  reusable  bags  are  washable  and  are  made  from  strong  fabric 

6 that  will  last  for  many  years. 

7 Section  2.  The  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  Chapter  20, 

8 Sections  2001  through  2005,  to  read  as  follows: 

9 SEC.  2001.  SHORT  TITLE. 

10  This  Chapter  shall  be  entitled  the  "Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance. " 

11  SEC.  2002.  DEFINITIONS. 

12  For  the  purposes  of  this  Chapter,  the  following  words  shall  have  the  following  meanings: 

13  (a)  "Carryout  Bag"  means  a has  that  a customer  uses  for  carrying  out  items  purchased  from  a Store. 

1 4 (b)  "Department”  means  the  Department  of  the  Environment. 

1 5 (c)  "Director"  means  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  or  any  verson  designated  by 

16  the  Director. 

1 7 (d)  "Operator”  means  the  individual  with  day  to  day  management  responsibility  for  the  Store. 

18  (e)  "Person”  means  an  individual  trust , firm,  joint  stock  company,  corporation,  cooperative, 

19  partnership . or  association. 

20  (f)  "Pharmacy"  means  a retail  use  where  the  profession  of  pharmacy  by  a pharmacist  licensed  by  the 

21  State  of  California  in  accordance  with  the  Business  and  Professions  Code  is  practiced  and  where 

22  prescriptions  (and  possibly  other  merchandise)  are  offered  for  sale , excluding  such  retail  uses  located 

23  inside  a hospital. 

24  (g)  "Rebate”  means  paying  a customer  for  their  own  Carryout  Bags  as  required  by  Section  2003(a) , or 

25  a reducing  the  amount  of  money  that  a customer  would  otherwise  owe  to  a Store  for  items  being 
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purchased  if  the  reduction  equals  the  amount  that  the  Store  is  required  to  pay  the  customer  for 
Carryout  Bass  under  Section  2003(a). 

(Ii)  "Store"  means  a retail  establishment  located  within  the  geographical  limits  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  that  meets  either  of  the  following  requirements: 

( 1 ) is  a "supermarket " as  defined  in  California  Public  Resources  Code  section  14526.5,  or  any 
successor  legislation:  or 

(2)  is  a retail  pharmacy  with  at  least  five  locations  under  the  same  ownership  within  the  geographical 
limits  of  San  Francisco. 

SCC.  2003.  REBA  TE  REQUIRED  FOR  CUSTOMER-PROVIDED  CARRYOUT  BAGS. 

( a ) Every  Store  shall  provide  a Rebate  of$.  10  to  each  customer  for  each  Carryout  Bag  that  the 
customer  has  brought  and  uses  to  carry  out  of  the  Store  items  purchased  from  the  Store. 

(h)  The  owner  and  Operator  of  every  Store  shall  implement  a system  for  providing  Rebates  as 
required  by  this  Chapter.  Violation  of  the  requirements  set  forth  in  this  Section  shall  subject  the  owner 
and  Operator  of  a Store  to  penalties  as  set  forth  in  Section  2005. 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  customers  from  obtaining  Rebates  for  more  Carryout  Bass  than  are  needed  to 
transport  items  purchased  from  the  Store,  this  Chapter  requires  Stores  to  pay  only  for  the  number  of 
Carryout  Bass  that  the  Store  would  use  for  the  number,  volume , and  type  of  items  purchased , consistent 
with  normal  usage  and  practice  in  the  industry. 

SEC.  2004.  AUTHORITY  TO  ADOPT  REGULATIONS. 

The  Director,  after  a public  hearing,  may  adopt  and  may  amend  regulations  to  implement  this  Chapter. 

SEC.  2005.  ENFORCEMENT  AND  PENALTIES. 

(a)  The  Director  may  impose  administrative  fines  asainst  any  Person  who  owns  or  is  the  Operator  of 
a Store  for  violation  of  this  Chapter  or  of  regulations  adopted  pursuant  to  this  Chapter. 

(b)  San  Erancisco  Administrative  Code  Chapter  100,  "Procedures  Governing  the  Imposition  of 
Administrative  Tines, " is  hereby  incorporated  in  its  entirety  and  shall  govern  the  imposition. 


Supervisor  Mirkarimi 

BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 


Page  4 
10/21/2009 

p:\mirkarimi\introductions\2009\1 0_20\bag_  rebate_ordinance-0058601 4.doc 


1 enforcement , collection,  and  review  of  administrative  citations  issued  to  enforce  this  Chapter  and  any 

2 regulation  adopted  pursuant  to  this  Chapter;  provided , however,  that  the  amount  of  the  fine  for 

3 violations  shall  be  (1)  up  to  $100.00  for  a first  violation  of  the  Chapter ; (2)  up  to  $200.00  for  a second 

4 violation  of  the  Chapter  within  one  year  of  the  date  of  the  first  violation;  and  (3)  up  to  $500.00  for  each 

5 additional  violation  of  the  Chapter  within  one  year  of  the  date  of  a second  or  subsequent  violation. 

6 (c)  The  City  shall  use  administrative  fines  collected  under  this  Chapter  to  fund  implementation  and 

7 enforcement  of  this  Chapter. 

8 Section  3.  SEVERABILITY. 

9 If  any  section,  subsection,  sentence,  clause,  or  phrase  of  this  ordinance  is  for  any  reason 

1 0 held  to  be  invalid  or  unconstitutional  by  a decision  of  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  such 

1 1 decision  shall  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  remaining  portions  of  the  ordinance.  The  Board  of 

12  Supervisors  hereby  declares  that  it  would  have  passed  this  ordinance  and  each  and  every 

1 3 section,  subsection,  sentence,  clause,  or  phrase  not  declared  invalid  or  unconstitutional 

14  without  regard  to  whether  any  portion  of  this  ordinance  would  be  subsequently  declared 

1 5 invalid  or  unconstitutional. 

1 6 Section  4.  NO  CONFLICT  WITH  FEDERAL  OR  STATE  LAW. 

1 7 Nothing  in  this  ordinance  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  so  as  to  create  any 

1 8 requirement,  power  or  duty  in  conflict  with  any  federal  or  state  law. 

1 9 Section  5.  UNDERTAKING  FOR  THE  GENERAL  WELFARE. 

20  In  undertaking  the  implementation  of  this  ordinance,  the  City  is  assuming  an  undertaking  only 

21  to  promote  the  general  welfare.  It  is  not  assuming,  nor  is  it  imposing  on  its  officer  and 

22  employees,  an  obligation  for  breach  of  which  it  is  liable  in  money  damages  to  any  person  who 

23  claims  that  such  breach  proximately  caused  injury. 

24  Section  6.  ENVIRONMENTAL  FINDINGS.  The  Planning  Department  has  determined  that 

25  the  actions  contemplated  in  this  ordinance  are  in  compliance  with  the  California 
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Environmental  Quality  Act  (California  Public  Resources  Code  sections  21000  etseq.)  Said 

determination  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  in  File  No. and  is 

incorporated  herein  by  reference. 

APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM: 

DENNIS  J.  HERRERA,  City  Attorney 


PAULA  JESSON 
Deputy  City  Attorney 
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SFEnvironmenf 


Our  heme.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


DAVID  ASSMANN 
Acting  Director 


DRAFT  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  ANNUAL  REPORT  2009-Amended 


The  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  mission  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  to  improve,  enhance,  and  preserve  the  environment,  and 
to  promote  San  Francisco’s  long-term  environmental  wellbeing. 

Membership  - 2009 

The  Honorable  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  President 
The  Honorable  Ruth  Gravanis,  Vice  President 
The  Honorable  Angelo  King 
The  Honorable  Jane  Martin 
The  Honorable  Alan  Mok 

The  Honorable  Matt  Tuchow,  Operations  Committee  Chair 
The  Honorable  Johanna  Wald,  Policy  Committee  Chair 

Special  thanks  to  the  following  former  commissioners  for  their  dedicated  service  to  the  environment: 

Commissioners  Emeritus  Shelley  Bradford-Bell,  Nia  Crowder,  Rebecca  Evans,  Christina  Desser,  Randall 
Hayes,  Arlene  Rodriguez,  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman,  Parin  Shah,  Robert  K.  Werbe. 

Meetings 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meets  bimonthly  on  the  fourth  Tuesday  at  5:00  p.m.  in  January,  March, 
May,  July,  September  and  November  unless  otherwise  noted.  Meetings  are  held  at  City  Hall,  1 Dr.  Carlton  B. 
Goodlett  Jr.  Place,  Room  416,  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

The  Commission  Policy  Committee  meets  monthly  on  the  second  Monday  at  5:00  p.m.  Meetings  are  held  at 
City  Hall,  1 Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr.  Place,  Room  421  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  unless 
otherwise  noted.. 

The  Commission  Operations  Committee  meets  quarterly  on  the  third  Wednesday  at  5:00  p.m.  in  January,  April, 
July  and  October.  Meetings  are  held  either  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Eco  Center  or  at  City  Hall 
unless  otherwise  noted. 

All  meetings  are  open  to  the  public.  The  Commission  office  is  at  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California, 


94102. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Resolutions  2009 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  sets  policy  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  advises  the  Mayor 
and  Board  of  Supervisors  on  environmental  matters,  usually  in  the  form  of  resolutions  and  legislation.  The 
following  is  a list  of  resolutions  passed  during  2009: 

2009 

Resolution  001-09-COE,  March  9,  2009 

Adopt  a Revised  Reduced  Risk  Pesticides  List  for  2009. 

Resolution  002-09-COE,  March  24,  2009 

Prioritize  Three  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Actions  for  Adoption  for  2009. 

Resolution  003-09-COE,  July  28,  2009 

Commending  Commissioner  Emeritus  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman  for  his  service  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment. 

Resolution  004-09-COE,  July  28,  2009 

Urging  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  to  Prioritize  the  Completion  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and 
Identify  and  Expedite  Funding  for  Key  Portions  of  the  Plan. 

Resolution  005-09-COE,  November  24,  2009 

Commending  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  for  his  service  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  to  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

The  Commission  provided  their  recommendations  and  approved — 

• Department  of  the  Environment’s  Information  Systems  (IS)  Policy 

• Department  of  the  Environment’s  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2009-10 

• 2008  Annual  Report  on  the  Implementation  of  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance 

• Commuter  Benefits  Ordinance  Compliance  Rule  Making  Process 

• Commission  Questionnaire  to  Solicit  Legislative  Ideas  from  Environmental  Organizations 

• Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Report  for  2006-2007 

• 2009-12  Green  Purchasing  Priorities  List 

• Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  and  Policy  Committee  Recommendations  on  the  Recreation  and 
Open  Space  Element  (ROSE)  to  submit  to  the  Planning  Department 

• Policy  Committee  Recommendations  Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission  and 
its  Committees 

• Letter  on  Behalf  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  Board  of  Directors  asking  for  (1)  the  support  of  their  agency  in  partnering  with  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  to  promote  safer  garment  cleaning  technologies  like  wet 
cleaning  and  (2)  requesting  that  the  BAAQMD  Board  adopt  regulations  that  accelerate  the  phase  out  of  the 
most  toxic  dry  cleaning  solvent,  perchloroethylene. 

In  addition  to  the  action  items  noted  above,  the  Commission  provided  their  recommendations  on  Department  of 
the  Environment  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Environmental 
Justice,  Strategic  Planning,  Business  Council  on  Climate  Change,  Clean  Air,  Energy,  Public  Outreach  and 
School  Education,  Toxics  Reduction/Green  Building,  Urban  Forestry,  and  Zero  Waste. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city,  ©ur  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


DAVID  ASSMANN 
Acting  Director 


2010  REQUEST  FOR  SUBSCRIPTION  TO  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  and 
COMMITTEE  NOTICES,  AGENDAS,  or  AGENDA  PACKETS 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws,  Article  XIII-Requests  for 
Notice  and  Agendas  as  follows:  “A  request  from  a member  of  the  media  or  public  to  receive 
notices,  agendas,  or  agenda  packets  for  Commission  or  committee  meetings  must  be  in  writing 
and  specify  what  the  person  would  like  to  receive  and  whether  notice  by  email  is  preferred.  Such 
requests  will  be  valid  until  the  following  January.  In  January  of  each  year,  the  Commission  will 
ask  each  person  on  the  list  to  re-affirm  their  desire  to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a 
notice  on  the  Commission’s  January  agenda.” 

Current  Subscribers:  Please  advise  whether  to  discontinue  your  subscription  or  add  a new 
subscription  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  notices  and  agendas  by  sending  this  section  back 
by  email  to  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  at  the  following  email  address:  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org 
or  by  mail  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

Discontinue  Subscription  to: 

Full  Commission  Operations  Committee  Policy  Committee 

Name Email  Address 

New  subscribers  or  email  change:  please  fill  out  the  following  information: 

New  Subscription  Email  change: 

Name Previous  Email 

Current  Email  Address 

If  email  is  not  available: 

Address 


City State Zip 

Subscribe  to: 

Full  Commission  Operations  Committee  Policy  Committee 

Please  note  that  in  order  to  conserve  paper,  email  is  the  preferred  method  of  subscription 
service. 

This  is  to  certify  that  the  above  notice  was  issued  on  January  26,  2010. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 

Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393  E-mail:  MonicaFish@sfgov.org 
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ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at 
5:08  p.m.  Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin  (5:12), 
Mok  (5:10),  Tuchow  and  Wald.  Absent:  Commissioner  King. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  November  24,  2009  Commission  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  and  second  by  Vice  President  Gravanis,  the  November  24, 
2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  adopted  without  objection  (AYES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent:  Commissioners  King  and  Martin)  (Explanatory 
Document:  November  24,  2009  Approved  Minutes)  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  1 1 was  heard  before  Item  3. 

3.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  3:  Energy--San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 
Presentation  (SFMTA)  on  the  San  Francisco  Community  Wide  Climate  Action  Plan  and  the  voter 
mandated  Prop  A which  required  SFMTA  to  reduce  community  wide  emissions  from  the 
transportation  sector  20%  by  2011.  SFMTA  is  requesting  the  Commission’s  support  of  its  proposal. 
Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Staff  Speaker:  Calla  Ostrander,  Climate  Action  Coordinator; 
SFMTA  Speakers:  Marty  Mellera,  Climate  Action  Plan  Representative  and  Timothy  Papandreou,  Assistant 
Deputy  Director  of  Planning  and  Sustainable  Streets  (Explanatory  Document:  SFMTA  Presentation 
Sustainable  Mobility  & Climate  Action  Strategy)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  most  of  the  community-level  emissions  (approximately  fifty  percent)  are  from 
the  transportation  sector.  There  are  multiple  plans  to  address  these  emissions  such  as  (1 ) the  Municipal 
Transportation  Agency’s  internal  Climate  Plan  to  track  its  municipal  footprint,  which  is  a requirement  set 
forth  by  Supervisor  Mirkarimi’s  Ordinance;  (2)  the  voter-mandated  Proposition  A which  specifies  that 
SFMTA  is  to  reduce  community-wide  emissions  from  the  transportation  sector  by  20%  which  is  influencing 
SFMTA  to  go  beyond  its  footprint  and  reduce  emissions  from  the  transportation  sector  at  the  entire 
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community  level;  (3)  regional  policies  from  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD) 
issuing  greenhouse  gas  thresholds  for  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  analysis;  (4)  state 
policies  through  SB375,  which  is  linking  land-use  and  transportation  funding.  Recognizing  that  there  is  a 
lot  of  activity  happening  with  climate  planning  on  all  of  these  multiple  levels,  an  effort  is  being  made  to 
branch  out  of  these  smaller  plans  and  look  at  integrating  across  a wider  spectrum.  SFMTA  is  in 
attendance  and  will  discuss  work  being  done  to  move  these  efforts  forward. 

Mr.  Timothy  Papandreou’s  presentation — (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  on  SFMTA  Presentation 
Sustainable  Mobility  & Climate  Action  Strategy) 

SFMTA  is  reviewing  the  process  of  preparing  an  analysis  through  the  recognition  that  our  society  is 
constantly  mobile.  While  the  SFMTA  is  responsible  for  specific  transportation  elements  for  our  society, 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we  are  always  mobile  and  temporarily  resting,  which  has  been  the  basis  of 
analysis.  People  are  always  going  from  here  to  there  and  everywhere,  and  SFMTA’s  job  is  on  how  to 
make  that  more  sustainable  because  there  are  specific  guidelines  to  meet. 

Who  SFMTA  is  as  a transportation  agency--Over  the  past  several  years,  SFMTA  has  been  amalgamating 
a lot  of  other  various  City  functions.  It  is  the  multi-modal  transportation  agency  planner,  designer,  builder 
and  operator  of  transit,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  networks  in  San  Francisco  and  also  operates  the  street 
network  signals  and  system.  SFMTA  supports  public  realm  development  and  traffic  calming;  manages 
the  City’s  parking  supply;  assists  with  City  department  station  areas,  larger  developments,  taxi 
administration,  and  recently  has  been  given  street  enforcement  authority  from  the  Police  Department. 

Key  state,  local  and  regional  sustainability  strategies  have  been  being  worked  on  over  the  last  couple  of 
years.  AB32  had  a scoping  plan  and  a lot  of  the  Land  Use  Transportation  Element  was  fairly  open  and 
not  developed  because  of  many  reasons.  As  a result,  Senate  Bill  375  was  passed  that  looked  at  the  land 
use  transportation  component  of  AB32,  which  looks  at  reducing  green  house  gas  emissions  and  setting 
regional  target  goals  in  metropolitan  regions.  There  are  several  regional  land  use  and  transportation 
plans  that  talk  about  transportation  and  land  use  and  green  house  gas  emissions.  The  San  Francisco 
Department  of  the  Environment  is  working  on  its  citywide  Climate  Action  Plan  update,  and  as  part  of 
Proposition  A,  SFMTA  is  required  to  prepare  a Climate  Action  Plan  for  its  own  emissions  and  for  the 
transportation  sector. 

SFMTA’s  own  emissions  are  well  in  check  to  meet  required  goals  under  Proposition  A.  There  has  been  a 
20%  reduction  of  1990  levels  by  2012,  which  is  being  met  primarily  through  the  implementation  of  hybrid 
and  biodiesel  fleets.  Sulfur  dioxide  has  been  reduced  over  99%  from  the  conversion  of  diesel  to  hybrid 
and  biodiesel  fleets,  which  is  a tremendous  improvement  in  air  quality.  Any  future  recycling  and 
sustainability  efforts  will  help  reach  goals  from  the  transit  and  transportation  agencies  perspective.  Slide 
7 is  a visual  of  the  reduction  in  particulate  matter  from  the  transit  fleet  over  the  years,  which  is  a result  of 
the  purchase  of  clean  vehicles.  The  transportation  sector  goal  approved  by  voters  is  to  reduce 
transportation  sector  emissions.  This  goal  is  beyond  the  SFMTA’s  authority  and  is  within  the 
transportation  sector  at  large.  What  this  equates  to  is  a 20%  percent  reduction  to  1990  levels  by  2012, 
which  is  approximately  one  million  metric  tons  of  C02,  which  is  a substantial  reduction.  A framework  is 
being  proposed  that  looks  at  the  best  practices  that  is  known  worldwide,  reviewing  what  is  applicable  to 
San  Francisco,  and  then  coming  back  to  the  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  to  adopt  those  best 
practices  and  set  the  goals  post  2012  as  required  by  Proposition  A. 

The  key  issues  that  have  been  successfully  articulated  to  the  state  and  federal  governments  are  mainly 
the  inverse  relationship  between  transit  and  transportation  sector  emissions.  In  order  to  reduce  the 
transportation  sector  emissions,  you  have  to  do  mode  shifting-people  have  to  shift  away  from  cars  and 
onto  transit,  bicycling  and  walking.  In  order  to  mode  shift,  you  create  a burden  on  the  existing  transit 
capacity.  In  order  for  that  transit  capacity  to  handle  the  mode  shifting,  you  have  to  provide  more  services 
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and  more  facilities  that  can  physically  consume  more  energy.  As  a result,  transit  emissions  would  need 
to  grow  in  order  to  reduce  the  transportation  sector  emissions  as  a whole.  That  is  the  inverse  relationship 
that  SFMTA  is  successfully  educating  the  state  and  federal  government  on.  It  is  easy  to  say  just  make 
people,  walk,  bike  and  take  transit  more,  but  if  you  are  at  full  capacity  and  you  have  limited  resources,  it 
makes  it  almost  impossible  to  do  that.  What  may  come  across  initially  as  cost  effective  may  be  quite 
expensive  because  additional  transit  capacity  has  to  be  added  to  handle  the  mode  shift. 

Methodology  and  best  practices  that  can  handle  mode  shifting  (slide  1 1 ).  Important  tools  include  (1 ) 
congestion  management  (trade-offs  need  to  be  negotiated);  (2)  Transit  Oriented  Development  (City 
approved  the  majority  of  priority  development  areas),  (3)  energy  reductions.  A review  is  in  progress  of 
the  possibility  of  converting  the  entire  transportation  fleet  to  electric  which  would  achieve  the  most 
emission  reduction;  however  there  are  serious  budget  concerns,  costs,  and  a question  of  electrical  load 
capability.  The  question  would  be  where  that  would  get  us  if  vehicle  miles  traveled  is  growing  over  time. 

A review  of  containment  issues  that  has  been  placed  under  a broad  umbrella  of  demand  management 
strategies  should  be  accomplished.  These  decisions  on  best  practices  are  not  easy  because  of  physical, 
social  and  political  costs,  but  they  will  have  to  be  made.  . 

In  the  near  future,  Infrastructure  protection  will  be  reviewed  under  the  concept  of  climate  adaptation  to 
see  which  areas  of  the  city  are  expected  to  have  the  greatest  risk  in  sea  level  rise  and  stormwater  issues, 
and  then  identifying  and  reviewing  protection  strategies  for  all  infrastructures  close  to  the  shoreline.  This 
is  the  worst  time  to  be  doing  this  kind  of  planning  because  funding  is  shrinking  and  state  funding  for 
transportation  and  specifically  transit  is  almost  gone.  There  is  an  opportunity  for  the  next  federal 
reauthorization  to  move  to  a greener  agenda,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  administration  will  be  moving  in 
that  direction,  but  there  are  serious  funding  constraints. 

Funding  needs--A  key  priority  is  to  identify  state  of  good  repair  in  order  to  maintain  what  we  have,  to 
handle  the  impending  mode  shift,  and  to  look  at  pilot  fund  opportunities  from  federal  government  and 
other  agencies.  There  are  specific  capacity  issues  that  are  beyond  the  City’s  ability  to  handle,  e.g.,  the 
core  transit  and  BART  capacity  on  Market  Street,  which  is  a regional  priority.  It  is  mainly  about 
advocating  and  outreach  to  key  funding  sources  to  make  sure  that  they  are  aware  that  we  are  willing  as  a 
city  more  so  than  most  cities  in  the  country  to  move  forward  in  the  sustainability-mobility  direction  and 
willing  to  move  into  these  innovative  best  practices.  There  does  have  to  be  clear  demonstrable  impacts 
to  our  existing  transportation  system  that  really  needs  not  only  regional  but  state  and  federal  attention  as 
well,  and  SFMTA  would  like  that  help  to  move  the  discussion  forward. 

Timeline  for  next  steps — SFMTA  is  in  the  process  of  working  closely  with  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  and  transportation  agency  partners,  specifically  the  Transportation  Authority,  the  Municipal 
Transportation  Commission,  and  other  City  departments,  e.g.  Airport  and  Port,  to  look  at  how  to  move 
forward.  Proposition  A requires  that  SFMTA  provide  an  update  of  future  plans  to  the  Commission  by  the 
end  of  this  year.  Mr.  Papandreou  indicated  that  he  would  do  his  best  to  schedule  another  presentation 
before  the  Commission  in  November  of  this  year. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Precautionary  Principle  states  that  the  City’s  budget  and  economic 
impact  have  to  be  taken  into  consideration  for  any  type  of  plan.  He  recommended  that  more  focus  should 
be  given  to  achieving  climate  change  through  outreach  to  the  community  to  participate  in  transportation 
forms  that  cost  less  such  as  biking  and  walking.  He  stated  that  there  is  an  opportunity  over  the  next  year 
through  stimulus  funding  to  provide  outreach  to  the  public  through  the  Environment  Now  program.  The  key 
is  to  be  more  cost-disciplined,  create  modesty,  cooperation,  and  sustainable  development  at  attractive 
prices  that  do  not  put  a burden  on  the  City.  Legislation  is  in  place  that  will  prevent  spending  money  on 
programs  if  they  don’t  meet  tests  of  job  creation  and  budget  constraints.  The  reason  these  programs  are 
so  hard  to  implement  is  because  people  have  to  understand  that  this  is  about  cooperation,  and  more 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

January  26,  2010  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  4 

emphasis  should  be  placed  toward  this  effort.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  public  outreach  is  one  of  the 
integral  pieces  of  the  plan  and  so  are  sustainable  modes  of  walking  and  bicycling. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  emissions  from  the  production  of  electricity  required  to  run  electric 
buses  would  be  taken  into  consideration.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  yes,  using  existing  resources. 

Vice-President  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Commission  did  not  have  anything  substantive  to  vote  on,  but 
stated  that  she  was  pleased  to  see  the  direction  that  this  was  moving  in.  She  suggested  that  SFMTA  not 
just  look  at  the  miles  traveled  and  mode  shift,  but  also  look  at  per  household  car  ownership  and  work  with 
the  Planning  Department  to  reduce  parking  ratios  especially  in  new  residential  developments.  She  is 
looking  forward  to  staying  apprised  as  this  project  moves  along. 

4.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  16:  Environmental  Health-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File 
2009-06-COE  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and  reducing  exposure  to 
radiation  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of  radiation  information  at  point  of  sale.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Wald;  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (Explanatory 
Documents:  Presentation,  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE.  Mayor’s  Ordinance  Cell  Phones — 
Retailers’  Duty  to  Disclose  Radiation  Levels”;  Public  Correspondence  Received)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  that  the  cell  phone  safety  issue  has  been  worked  on  by  the  Commission’s 
Policy  Committee.  The  Mayor  has  submitted  legislation  which  is  similar  to  one  of  the  recommendations 
found  in  the  Commission’s  Resolution  that  calls  for  disclosure  of  radiation  values  at  the  point  of  sale.  He 
stated  that  the  Commission  at  this  meeting  should  consider  reports  and  information  received,  and  the 
Policy  Committee’s  proposed  Resolution  that  would  be  presented  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  there  were  many  members  of  the  public  in  attendance  to  share  their  perspective 
on  this  topic.  Ms.  Raphael  referenced  her  presentation  for  discussion  (explanatory  document: 
presentation).  She  stated  that  slide  1 is  a beautiful  exponential  curve  that  came  from  the  cell  phone 
industry  that  is  looking  just  at  cell  phone  use  in  the  United  States.  What  you  see  on  slide  2,  is  that  up  to 
2008,  there  are  262  million  Americans  that  have  cell  phones,  and  there  is  no  slowing  down  of  that  trend. 
The  fact  is  that  cell  phone  use  in  the  United  States  is  increasing  exponentially.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that 
the  green  numbers  on  the  left  of  slide  2 show  the  average  number  of  usage  (minutes)  per  month  per 
consumer  in  various  countries.  An  interesting  fact  is  that  in  the  United  States,  the  average  usage  is  848 
minutes  per  month,  and  the  second  highest  country  is  Canada  which  has  half  the  usage  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  clear  that  people  in  the  United  States  are  very  attached  to  their  cell  phones. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  it  appears  that  increased  usage  seems  to  correlate  strongly  with  cost — it  is  much 
cheaper  in  the  United  States  to  talk  on  a cell  phone  than  in  other  countries  (slide  3).  The  map  from  the 
Center  for  Disease  Control  is  a report  they  completed  on  cell  phone  usage  (slide  4)  that  shows  that  20 
percent  and  in  some  cases  30  percent  of  households  in  the  United  States  have  given  up  their  land  line  and 
are  only  using  cell  phones  (dark  red  section).  So  anytime  that  they  are  using  a phone,  they  are  using  a cell 
phone.  The  basic  message  is  not  a surprise  in  that  we  use  our  cell  phones  a lot. 

Ms.  Raphael  referenced  slide  5,  which  is  a graph  that  shows  that  there  is  a challenge  because  science  is 
not  consistent.  A review  of  federal  websites  and  some  large  studies  that  were  commissioned  shows 
statements  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  there  is  harm  from  cell  phone  usage,  and  yet  other  peer-reviewed 
studies  show  that  it  doesn't  seem  unanimous  in  that  conclusion.  This  graph  that  was  prepared  in  the 
United  Kingdom  shows  that  the  exponential  rise  is  the  number  of  people  using  cell  phones.  When  you  do 
a study  in  a snapshot  in  time,  which  in  this  case  would  be  the  right  hand  side  at  zero,  85  percent  of  the 
people  that  you  are  sampling  have  only  been  using  cell  phones  for  five  years.  Only  15  percent  have  been 
using  cell  phones  for  longer  than  five  years  and  only  2 percent  have  been  using  them  for  longer  than  ten 
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years.  When  you  are  talking  about  health  effects  that  take  10  to  20  years  to  manifest  but  you  are 
averaging  the  impact  over  the  entire  population,  you  are  going  to  have  a diluted  impact.  What  you  need  to 
do  is  look  at  the  far  left  side  to  determine  who  the  heavy  long  term  users  of  cell  phones  are  and  what  the 
science  says  about  that  population.  This  is  where  you  may  start  to  see  the  first  indication  of  a problem. 


Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  a number  of  reputable  journals/articles  (slide  6)  were  found  that  had  looked  at 
aggregating  data  from  long-term  studies  of  heavy  cell  phone  users  and  found  evidence  of  harm.  The 
science  is  not  unanimous,  but  there  are  well  respected  journals  showing  potential  health  problems.  Where 
is  the  United  States  on  cell  phone  safety?  These  are  three  major  international  studies  right  now  looking  at 
long-term  effects  of  cell  phone  use  (slide  7).  The  United  States  is  participating  in  none  of  these  studies. 
When  we  look  at  the  impacts  on  cell  phone  users,  we  will  have  no  information  on  cell  phone  use  in  the 
United  States.  You  saw  the  data  on  how  different  the  United  States  is  in  terms  of  usage  in  comparison  to 
other  countries.  So  how  do  we  get  the  United  States  engaged?  This  is  not  something  that  can  happen  in 
San  Francisco  and  has  to  happen  nationally.  How  do  we  get  the  conversation  started  in  this  country? 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  Google  searched  cell  phones  for  young  kids  and  what  she  found  was 
disturbing  (slide  8).  There  are  phones  being  marketed  for  kids  ages  3-8.  If  you  look  at  those  buttons,  you 
don’t  need  to  know  how  to  read--they  are  geared  for  pre-readers  and  these  phones  are  all  designed  for 
that  age  group  when  kids  are  just  beginning  to  read.  The  more  we  learn  about  how  a child’s  head  is 
constructed,  the  more  concern  this  leaves  us.  France  appears  to  be  the  most  concerned  with  this  issue 
and  has  a public  outreach  campaign  trying  to  alert  parents  that  kids  should  not  be  using  cell  phones.  Slide 
9 is  a sign  from  Lyon,  France  that  says  “A  mobile  phone  before  they’re  12,  No  Way!  Let’s  keep  them 
healthy,  away  from  mobile  phones.  ” 


How  does  San  Francisco  in  law  define  the  Precautionary  Principle  and  therefore  define  the  mandate  on 
public  officials — “Where  threats  of  serious  or  irreversible  damage  to  people  or  nature  exist,  lack  of  full 
scientific  certainty  about  cause  and  effect  shall  not  be  viewed  as  sufficient  reason  for  the  City  to  postpone 
cost  effective  measures  to  prevent  the  degradation  of  the  environment  or  protect  the  health  of  its  citizens” 
(slide  10).  Here  we  have  lots  of  use,  lots  of  exposure,  serious  threat,  and  irreversible  damage.  We  need  to 
take  action.  Before  the  Commission  is  a Resolution  that  was  considered  by  the  Policy  Committee  and 
recommended  to  the  Commission  that  gives  options  for  action  to  take. 

Public  Comment — 

Mr.  Harry  Lehmann  stated  that  he  is  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Environmental  Health  Trust  which  can  be 
found  at  www.environmentalhealthtrust.org.  He  distributed  “Campaign  for  Safer  Cell  Phones  Briefing 
Book”  which  is  a compendium  that  would  allow  Commissioners  to  access  many  different  sources  of  data 
pertaining  to  the  cell  phone  issue.  It  is  the  attempt  of  several  authors  which  he  and  others  in  attendance 
played  a role  in  producing.  In  terms  of  new  things  that  Environmental  Health  Trust  has  to  say,  he  would 
suggest  two  areas  that  are  particularly  worthwhile  to  consider  (1)  although  they  were  able  to  put  together 
this  compendium  for  reference,  there  is  no  presently  existing  even-handed  compendium.  The  City  of  San 
Francisco  has  an  opportunity  to  establish  its  own  database  that  could  serve  the  whole  country,  and  (2) 
recommended  that  in  order  to  save  a great  number  of  lives,  that  emphasis  be  placed  on  headset  usage  so 
that  the  head  is  away  from  the  phone. 

Mr.  Mark  Clar  stated  that  he  a Walnut  Creek  resident  and  reported  that  in  2004,  his  son  at  the  age  of  25 
was  diagnosed  with  a brain  tumor.  He  had  two  operations,  one  at  John  Muir  and  one  at  UCSF  and 
underwent  radiation  chemotherapy,  and  right  now  the  tumor  is  stable.  The  tumor  he  was  told  was  in  his 
brain  for  at  least  ten  years  before  it  was  found  through  tingling  in  his  fingers  and  a little  vision  problem.  He 
was  15  or  16  at  that  time.  At  that  time,  children  are  learning  to  drive  and  you  give  them  a cell  phone  and  all 
of  these  electronics  such  as  pagers,  and  they  play  soccer  underneath  high-voltage  wires.  One  of  the 
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things  that  he  has  been  cognizant  of  now  is  all  of  the  environmental  issues  that  are  coming  to  light.  If  we 
can  keep  one  cell  from  going  bad,  then  it’s  good.  He  recommended  keeping  cell  phone  towers  out  and 
minimizing  cell  phone  usage  for  children. 

Ms.  Mindy  Brown  stated  that  she  drove  here  from  Fresno  to  speak  on  this  issue.  Her  husband  had  a brain 
tumor  and  was  on  his  phone  constantly.  She  did  her  own  study  when  they  were  sitting  in  the  waiting 
rooms  in  UCSF.  If  she  would  see  someone  with  a craniotomy  she  would  ask  them  if  they  had  a cell  phone, 
and  one  out  of  20  persons  did  not  have  a cell  phone.  The  next  question  was  which  side  of  the  cell  phone 
they  spoke  on.  Sure  enough  wherever  the  scar  was  is  where  they  would  hold  their  hand  up.  If  there  had 
been  any  kind  of  warning  at  all,  it  would  not  have  happened.  Ms.  Brown  commended  the  Commission  for 
making  a recommendation  on  this  issue  as  people  are  not  aware  of  the  danger.  The  cell  phone  industry 
won't  tell  people,  they  want  to  sell  the  phones.  IPhone  has  an  application  now  where  you  can  hold  a 
phone  up  to  a crying  baby,  and  it  will  tell  you  why  it  is  crying.  She  stated  that  she  prays  that  the 
Commission  follows  through  on  this  recommendation. 

Ms.  Patrice  Scott,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Jobs  Now  program  stated  that  she  is  a parent  and 
San  Francisco  resident  that  feels  that  cell  phone  use  by  children  in  schools  should  be  banned.  The  use  of 
cell  phones  by  children  can  cause  health  problems.  As  a parent,  she  would  advise  anyone  involved  in  the 
life  of  their  children  to  limit  their  use  and  exposure  to  cell  phones.  School  officials  should  become 
educated  on  the  risks  and  proper  use  of  cell  phones  so  that  students  and  parents  can  receive  the  proper 
guidance  of  risk  factors.  Due  to  the  life  threatening  amount  of  radiation  in  cell  phones,  cell  phone 
distributors  should  post  visible  risk  factors  as  well  as  the  price  of  the  product.  She  strongly  hopes  that  the 
recommendations  proposed  by  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  are  taken  into  sincere 
consideration  for  the  safety  and  life  of  all  consumers. 

Ms.  Angelica  Rodriguez  stated  that  she  is  a resident  of  San  Francisco  and  works  for  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  Jobs  Now  program.  She  stated  that  consumers  in  San  Francisco  and  beyond  have  the  right 
to  know  the  level  of  radiation  being  emitted  by  cell  phones  as  they  make  their  purchasing  decisions.  She 
stated  that  consumers  in  San  Francisco  should  be  informed  of  any  steps  that  can  be  taken  to  minimize 
harm.  Using  headsets  and  texting  is  an  alternative  to  speaking  directly  into  phones.  She  is  greatly 
concerned  about  our  teenagers  because  she  feels  that  they  are  very  skeptical-she  has  two  teenagers 
herself.  She  hopes  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  will  consider  and  support  this  Resolution. 

Mr.  Lee  Williams  stated  that  he  is  in  support  of  cell  phones  being  labeled  at  time  of  purchase,  letting  the 
community  and  people  know  that  there  is  radiation  coming  from  that  phone  that  can  cause  cancer  in  a 
long-term  process.  When  he  was  a child,  he  learned  about  cancer  through  cigarette  smoking  as  each 
package  was  labeled.  He  saw  his  father  and  oldest  sister  die  of  cancer.  He  does  not  smoke  today  but  he 
would  like  to  see  a form  of  warning  especially  for  our  youth.  He  sees  teenagers  on  buses,  streets,  and 
everywhere  he  goes  they  are  on  their  cell  phones.  They  are  advertising  cell  phones.  They  do  some  good, 
but  they  are  not  telling  people  about  the  harm  that  it  causes. 

Mr.  Lloyd  Morgan  stated  that  cell  phones  are  causing  brain  tumors.  No  matter  whether  you  look  at  studies 
done  by  industry  or  independently,  any  time  a study  has  found  more  than  ten  years  of  use,  they  have  found 
increased  risk  of  brain  tumors.  There  are  animal  studies  that  show  after  a couple  hours  of  exposure, 
double  strand  breaks  of  DNA  in  their  brain.  There  are  many  cellular  studies  showing  genotoxic  effects. 
Children  are  far  more  at  risk  than  adults.  Showed  composite  of  brain  that  shows  the  amount  of  radiation 
an  adult  brain  gets,  and  this  is  the  amount  of  radiation  a child’s  brain  gets.  We  do  not  have  to  get  rid  of  cell 
phones-we  have  to  change  the  way  we  use  them.  The  solution  is  to  keep  the  cell  phone  away  from  you — 
don't  hold  it  to  your  head  and  don’t  keep  it  on  your  body.  The  Resolution  and  Ordinance  that  are  being 
considered  are  great  and  would  like  to  see  them  pass.  He  recommended  an  amendment  asking  that  the 
federal  government  relook  at  the  standards.  The  existing  exposure  limits  are  based  on  a false  premise. 
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They  use  a 90  percentile  largest  marine  as  a measure,  which  is  the  very  biggest  head.  A child’s  head  is 
much  smaller  so  it  violates  the  very  false  premise  exposure  limit  that  exists  when  a child  has  it.  What  we 
have  in  this  country  is  an  outrage  and  we  have  a potential  pandemic  of  brain  tumors  coming  at  us.  But  we 
can  take  action  now  to  change  behavior  to  greatly  reduce  risk,  just  holding  the  phone  six  inches  away  from 
your  head  is  a 10,000  fold  reduction  in  the  amount  of  radiation  to  your  brain. 

Statement  from  Ms.  Ellie  Marks — 

She  is  speaking  on  behalf  of  her  husband  and  herself  and  is  here  representing  her  family  and  the 
campaign  for  safer  cell  phones.  Transcript  as  spoken-lmagine  loving  someone  for  forty  years  and  he 
gradually  becomes  a different  person.  He  too  knew  something  was  wrong  but  just  not  how  wrong  and  is 
now  seeking  help  and  taking  medications  for  eight  years  to  no  avail.  Our  children  begged  me  to  fix  their 
father.  Our  loving  household  was  turned  upside  down  as  we  tried  desperately  to  salvage  our  marriage 
and  our  family.  Imagine  this — we  excitedly  packed  one  night  to  leave  the  next  morning  for  our  baby’s 
college  graduation.  At  2 a.m.  I woke  to  a nightmare  that  has  yet  to  end.  Witnessing  this  type  of  seizure 
can  never  be  erased  from  your  mind.  Two  hours  later  we  learned  that  Alan  had  a golf  ball  size  malignant 
mass  in  his  right  frontal  lobe.  Telling  our  two  sons  who  had  raced  to  the  hospital  that  their  father’s 
unexplainable  issues  were  actually  a lethal  brain  tumor  was  gut-wrenching.  There  was  no  choice  but  to 
call  my  daughter  to  tell  her  not  to  pick  us  up  at  the  Denver  airport.  Imagine  this--ten  days  after  Alan’s 
seizure  and  diagnosis,  Ted  Kennedy,  who  their  son  had  interned  with  had  a seizure  with  the  same 
diagnosis.  I heard  reports  that  his  family  felt  it  may  be  related  to  his  cell  phone  use.  Alan  used  one  for 
over  twenty  years,  10,000  lifetime  hours  always  glued  to  his  right  ear,  and  the  tumor  is  in  his  right  frontal 
lobe. 

My  research  began  immediately.  I sent  the  experts  Alan’s  cell  phone  records  and  MRI’s.  We  have 
documentation  that  Alan  is  indeed  the  poster  boy  of  the  cell  phone  glioma  correlation.  I was  invited  to 
testify  at  Congress  three  months  later  and  for  the  past  twenty  months  have  dedicated  my  life  to  the  U.S. 
employing  the  Precautionary  Principle  because  I have  heard  from  hundreds  of  others  who  know  their  cell 
phone  use  caused  their  brain  cancer.  Most  are  in  their  30’s  and  40’s  and  some  are  sadly  now  dead. 
Imagine  this--he  has  been  handed  a death  sentence  along  with  a brain  injury  and  his  work  and  home  life 
are  challenging  beyond  comprehension.  The  reality  is  that  brain  tumors  suck  the  life  out  of  you  and  your 
family  and  then  they  kill.  To  think  this  may  have  been  avoided  with  a simple  warning  is  devastating.  But 
imagine  this,  I cried  last  night  when  I saw  Mayor  Newsom  on  the  news  and  the  large  caption  read  “Cell 
Phone  Legislation."  I cried  tears  of  joy  for  those  that  will  be  saved  by  this  and  tears  of  agony  for  the 
warriors  who  have  paved  the  road.  I thank  and  support  the  Commission,  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  and  Mayor  Newsom  for  the  courage  to  move  forward  with  cell  phone  legislation  that  will 
educate  and  raise  awareness  and  anticipate  that  legislation  will  make  it  clear  that  even  with  a lower  SAR 
phone,  that  any  cell  phone  should  not  be  held  to  the  head  or  kept  on  or  near  the  body.  I hope  that  you 
will  reconsider  wired  headsets  be  included  with  every  cell  phone.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Renee  Sharp,  Environmental  Working  Group  (EWG),  stated  that  EWG  is  the  first  one  to  point  out  that 
the  data  is  mixed  and  that  more  research  is  needed.  She  stated  that  t is  clear  that  if  you  look  at  the  long- 
term study,  there  is  a trend  emerging  and  it  is  prudent  to  take  precautionary  action.  Many  other  words 
have  been  already  spoken  and  she  wants  to  close  by  saying  that  EWG  requested  a copy  of  CTIA’s  letter 
via  public  records  request.  When  it  was  read,  it  was  noticed  that  there  was  a great  number  of  inaccuracies 
and  misleading  statements,  so  a detailed  response  was  written  to  them  correcting  the  record,  which  was 
submitted  as  part  of  the  record  (Explanatory  Document:  EWG  letter  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment) 

Ms.  Yvonne  O’Hare  stated  that  she  is  a mom  of  a teenager  in  San  Francisco  and  recently  attended  a 
lecture  about  cell  phones.  She  is  here  representing  lots  of  moms  because  none  of  them  could  attend  on 
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such  short  notice.  She  fully  supports  and  hopes  that  the  Commission  passes  this  legislation  that  would 
make  available  this  information  about  cell  phones  at  retail  stores  and  the  inclusion  of  headsets.  She  does 
not  see  why  this  information  has  not  been  previously  made  available,  and  she  is  highly  concerned  about  all 
of  the  kids  wearing  cell  phones  on  their  bodies.  When  she  talks  to  them,  they  just  laugh  at  her.  She  hopes 
that  there  can  be  more  cell-free  zones  in  stores  because  they  are  everywhere  she  goes.  She  hopes  that 
the  Commission  passes  this  information  to  the  schools  letting  them  know  that  there  are  educational 
materials  and  require  that  there  be  cell  phone  free  zones  during  the  day. 

Mr.  Alan  Marks  stated  that  he  was  diagnosed  in  the  summer  of  2008  with  a malignant  brain  tumor.  As  his 
wife  Ellie  has  said  it  has  been  proven  that  it  was  due  to  his  cell  phone  use.  He  thinks  he  has  spent  10,000 
hours  using  the  phone.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  Mr.  Marks  to  elaborate  on  how  it  was  proven.  Mr. 

Marks  stated  that  his  medical  records  were  sent  to  a doctor  who  felt  it  was  definitely  due  to  his  excessive 
cell  phone  use.  If  a warning  was  available,  he  would  have  never  held  the  phone  to  his  head  and  would 
have  taken  precautions  either  by  using  a wired  headset,  holding  it  away  from  his  head,  or  using  a 
speakerphone.  He  wishes  that  the  Commission  would  require  that  any  cell  phone  sold  in  San  Francisco 
include  a warning  letting  people  understand  that  it  is  no  different  than  holding  a gun  to  their  head. 

Ms.  Marjaneh  Zarrehparvar  read  a statement  on  behalf  of  Dr.  Joel  Moskowitz,  a professor  and  researcher 
at  U.C.  Berkeley  School  of  Public  Health  and  his  colleagues.  She  stated  that  Dr.  Moskowitz  has  been  a 
tremendous  help  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  uncover  and  understand  the  scientific  research 
that  has  been  conducted  on  cell  phone  radiation  exposure.  He  was  not  able  to  attend  the  meeting  and  has 
asked  that  his  statement  be  read  for  the  record.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  summarized  his  statement,  “Our 
research  group  at  UC  Berkeley  School  of  Public  Health  in  conjunction  with  the  researchers  from  South 
Korea  and  Taiwan  conducted  a quantitative  synthesis  of  23  case-controlled  studies  of  mobile  phone  use 
and  tumor  risk.  The  most  interesting  results  came  from  13  studies  that  investigated  mobile  phone  use  of 
ten  years  or  longer.  Overall,  we  found  a harmful  association  between  mobile  phone  use  and  tumor  risk.  At 
least  nine  nations  have  issued  precautionary  warnings  about  cell  phone  use  especially  among  children.  It 
is  time  for  our  government  to  mandate  precautionary  warnings  as  the  public  has  the  right  to  know  the 
potential  risk  of  mobile  phone  use  and  the  steps  to  reduce  harm.”  A copy  of  the  statement  and  its 
references  are  included  in  the  Commission  packet  (Explanatory  Document:  Statement) 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  additional  public  comment  was  received  and  included  in  the  Commission  packet 
from  PhoneLabs,  CTIA,  and  Ms.  Sally  Loveland  (Explanatory  Documents:  Public  Comment) 

Vice-President  Gravanis  thanked  everyone  who  was  in  attendance  to  testify  on  this  subject.  She  asked  the 
Deputy  City  Attorney  if  the  Commission  could  pass  the  Resolution  with  the  understanding  that  there  would 
be  grammatical  edits  made  to  the  Resolution  by  staff.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  it  would  be 
sufficient  to  instruct  whoever  prepared  the  Resolution  to  make  grammatical  edits.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
requested  that  the  Commission  consider  a substantive  change  presented  by  a member  of  the  public  to 
make  it  clear  that  in  the  federal  government’s  review  of  cell  phone  exposure  limits,  that  they  consider 
scientific  peer-reviewed  information.  She  stated  she  would  like  to  strengthen  this  addition  with  language 
suggesting  that  these  changes  are  made  based  on  peer-reviewed  science  because  she  believes  it  does 
exist.  She  also  recommended  amending  Resolution  language  on  page  3 item  (b)  to  make  it  clearer  that  we 
are  talking  about  making  sure  that  the  warnings  that  we  put  on  cell  phone  packaging  will  include 
information  about  the  higher  risk  to  children  than  adults. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice  President  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Tuchow,  an  amendment 
was  approved  to  Resolution  page  3,  section  (b)  to  read  as  follows:  “Federal  Government  conduct  a 
public  review  of  cell  phone  safety  standards  and  revise  them  based  on  peer-reviewed  independent 
science,  including  the  potential  effects  on  children  and  the  effects  of  long-term  use,  and  consider  a 
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ban  on  cell  phone  advertising  aimed  at  children.”  (AYES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  this  issue  was  heard  in  the  Commission’s  Policy  Committee  in  mid- 
December.  She  thanked  the  public  in  attendance  that  shared  their  stories  and  expertise  with  the 
Commission,  particularly  for  those  that  have  attended  for  the  second  time.  Based  on  discussions  heard  at 
the  Policy  Committee,  she  and  Committee  members  were  convinced  that  the  time  has  come  to  take  action 
on  this  matter.  The  Policy  Committee  did  develop  and  has  submitted  to  the  full  Commission  this 
Resolution  on  the  issue. 

Commissioner  Wald  proposed  amendments  to  take  into  account  the  latest  information  and  developments 
that  have  occurred  since  this  Resolution  was  developed.  Specifically,  she  urged  prioritization  of  proposed 
amendments  in  order  to  prioritize  the  list  to  bring  the  notion  on  legislation  to  the  top  so  the  Commission  can 
support  the  action  of  the  Mayor  in  introducing  legislation  and  hopefully  ensure  its  passage. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  his  concern  with  the  Resolution  is  about  the  legal  restrictions  of  what  can 
be  done.  He  stated  that  certain  actions  can  be  adopted  at  the  City  level  and  he  wants  to  make  sure  that 
these  actions  are  less  intrusive  to  the  cell  phone  manufacturers  and  would  not  violate  international  or  U.S. 
laws.  By  doing  a less  intrusive  labeling  at  point  of  sale,  certain  actions  can  be  achieved  in  San  Francisco 
first  and  would  open  the  door  to  state  and  federal  actions.  He  agrees  with  the  reversal  of  the  order  so  the 
Commission  does  not  overstep  jurisdictional  boundaries. 

Upon  Motion  by  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  second  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  without  objection,  Resolution 
page  3,  starting  with  line  4 was  approved  to  read  as  follows:  (AYES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends,  as  a matter  of 
highest  priority,  that  the: 

a.  City/County  adopts  legislation  requiring  that  retailers  of  cell  phones  provide  point-  of-sale 

information  on  SAR  values  and  information  on  safer  use.  The  SAR  value  should  be  as  visible  to  the 
consumer  as  the  price. 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends  that 
the  following  options  be  considered  for  action  in  the  future:  (Resolution  text  continues  with  item  (b)). 

Ms.  Raphael  proposed  revising  Resolution  page  4 (g)  to  read  “phones  purchased  by  City  departments 
minimize  SAR  values  and  come  with  a headset  when  necessary  and  educational  material.”  This 
amendment  to  add  “when  necessary”  was  proposed  because  there  is  a concern  about  cost  and  many  cell 
phones  already  come  with  headsets.  It  was  explained  that  not  everybody  is  using  their  phone  that  often, 
and  some  people  have  cell  phones  only  for  emergency  purposes.  The  idea  was  to  put  a headset  when 
necessary  and  necessary  could  be  defined  as  if  the  person  simply  wants  it.  The  intent  is  just  to  give  the 
purchaser  more  leeway  in  defining  how  that  gets  implemented.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow 
and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  amendment  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  President 
Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent: 

Commissioner  King). 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Policy  Committee  discuss  at  a future  meeting  a request  made 
by  members  of  the  public  to  consider  cell  phone  free  zones.  She  stated  that  at  the  Policy  Committee  she 
was  not  supportive  of  the  inclusion  of  a requirement  to  include  a wired  headset  at  point  of  sale,  but  it  is 
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something  she  would  consider  reviewing  moving  forward.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  wired 
headset  discussion  was  addressed  for  City  purchases. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Policy  Committee  discuss  at  a future  meeting  a request  made 
by  members  of  the  public  to  consider  cell  phone  free  zones.  She  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  was 
questioning  the  inclusion  of  a requirement  to  include  a wired  headset  at  point  of  sale  and  had  felt  that  it 
was  potentially  overstepping  the  Commission’s  role,  but  it  is  something  she  would  like  to  re-review  moving 
forward.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  wired  headset  discussion  was  addressed  for  City  purchases. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  would  like  to  address  the  topic  of  required  headsets  for  the  public. 

President  Pelosi’s  statement — 

It  is  not  allowable  to  block  a cell  phone  signal  that  the  law  designed  for  emergency  and  other  purposes. 
He  suggested  addressing  this  issue  from  a social  impact  point  of  view.  The  way  to  create  a radiation  free 
zone  is  to  limit  the  use  of  bringing  the  cell  phone  to  the  place.  You  can’t  block  the  signal--you  just  have 
to  leave  the  phone  at  home.  He  sees  a lot  of  good  that  went  into  the  work  on  this  legislation.  Based  on 
the  comments  he  heard  today,  there  is  not  enough  being  said  about  the  outreach  program  about  the  use 
of  phones. 

Cell  phones  have  become  a part  of  everyday  life,  part  of  every  second,  which  is  different  from  when 
everyone  in  this  room  grew  up  and  did  not  have  cell  phones  and  had  pay  phones.  We  have  moved  from 
a place  where  there  are  pay  phones  on  the  side  of  the  road  to  people  using  cell  phones  when  they  are 
driving,  talking,  and  texting.  USA  Today’s  front  cover  has  shown  articles  about  people  texting  and  getting 
in  accidents  all  of  the  time.  The  laws  will  get  stricter  on  cell  phone  texting  and  use  when  driving.  There 
are  laws  in  place  that  are  not  being  followed.  It  is  the  social  behavior  around  the  use  of  the  phones. 
Cancer  is  a serious  question  to  consider,  but  it  is  not  enough  to  scare  people  to  change  their  behavior. 
What  is  important  is  that  this  is  an  ongoing  discussion  about  social  behavior  about  how  cell  phones 
should  be  used.  When  we  were  growing  up,  they  said  don’t  sit  too  close  in  front  of  the  television  because 
of  radiation — your  eyes  will  be  affected.  Some  of  the  warnings  were  myths,  but  in  this  case,  he  believes 
there  is  a clear  and  present  threat. 

Many  of  the  public’s  comments  had  to  do  with  the  use  of  the  phone,  which  should  be  a part  of  continuing 
outreach.  He  encouraged  programs  such  as  the  clinic  that  was  held  last  weekend  at  the  Library  that  was 
intended  to  help  educate  teenagers  on  cell  phone  use  in  which  100  people  showed  up.  He  encouraged 
the  Department  to  continue  these  types  of  programs  as  he  believes  that  social  benefit  would  be  achieved 
by  changing  behavior  patterns.  This  type  of  action  is  difficult  to  legislate  and  would  require  outreach. 
There  has  been  a lot  of  public  comment  heard  about  the  use  of  the  cell  phone,  which  is  a step  in  the  right 
direction. 

His  caution  to  the  public  about  expectation  is  that  there  is  a real  legal  question  about  the  ability  to  pass 
these  laws.  The  ability  to  put  a warning  on  a label  seems  simple  enough,  but  it  is  very  difficult  and  there 
are  a lot  of  complications.  In  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  you  just  can’t  put  a label  on  the  phone  and  think 
there  won’t  be  severe  legal  challenges  because  there  are  forces  at  work  that  would  challenge  this  effort. 
There  are  also  limitations  because  of  international  and  domestic  laws  that  limit  the  city’s  ability  to  act. 
Social  behavior  has  to  be  changed  as  it  pertains  to  society’s  approach  to  the  phone.  There  are  cost  and 
legality  implications  when  taking  on  these  types  of  initiatives.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  should 
be  consulted  in  this  effort,  and  the  intent  should  not  be  to  punish  cell  phone  manufacturers,  but  to  engage 
them  in  conversation  so  they  help  change  social  behavior  on  the  use  and  application  of  the  phone.  The 
legislation  as  it  moves  forward  in  the  next  couple  of  months  will  become  an  effective  tool. 
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He  is  reminded  of  the  time  four  years  ago  today  when  the  City  tried  to  implement  a 17  cents  tax  on  plastic 
bags  on  supermarkets.  Just  today,  Washington  D.C.  is  implementing  a five  cents  tax  for  the  same  thing. 
Ordinances  face  legal  challenges  all  the  time.  In  San  Francisco,  plastic  bags  at  the  supermarket  have 
been  replaced  with  compostable  bags,  which  was  due  to  volunteer  efforts  on  the  part  of  participants  that 
brought  forward  a Resolution.  It  was  not  legal-those  challenges  have  not  held  up.  When  you  pass 
these  ordinances,  it  is  because  of  cooperation  between  stakeholders  and  less  so  because  of  any  right  or 
anything  that  will  hold  up  in  court.  The  reason  the  Ordinances  have  not  been  challenged  is  because  they 
are  in  cooperation  with  the  community. 

When  you  see  an  issue  such  as  cell  phones,  it  will  take  community  cooperation  between  stakeholders.  It 
will  require  outreach,  social  change  and  then  you  have  to  do  it  in  a pro-business  sense.  You  have  to 
educate  cell  phone  businesses  and  let  them  know  it  is  in  their  business  interest  to  put  a warning  on  the 
phone.  By  providing  outreach,  they  will  make  more  money  and  look  like  socially  responsible  people. 
Ultimately,  this  effort  is  moving  forward  so  phones  are  designed  better  with  lower  radiation  and  they 
would  be  keeping  the  community  and  children  in  mind.  At  the  end  of  the  day,  cell  phone  businesses  are 
selling  a lot  of  phones.  If  you  are  using  it  less,  they  are  still  making  their  money  on  the  purchase  of  the 
phone.  It  is  in  their  interest  to  continue  design  and  innovate  so  that  more  phones  would  be  purchase. 

The  community  would  then  continue  to  purchase  more  phones  when  it  is  seen  that  phones  are  designed 
with  lower  radiation  levels  and  with  the  public  interest  in  mind. 

There  is  a good  movement  on  this  issue  and  appreciates  the  audience  participation,  but  feels  that  there 
has  to  be  an  understanding  that  social  change  is  achieved  through  cooperation.  He  does  not  believe  that 
there  is  legal  standing  when  you  attempt  this  type  of  venture,  it  may  or  may  not  pass  restrictions,  and  it 
may  receive  a lot  of  criticism  and  not  be  adapted  nationwide.  Here  we  have  an  opportunity  to  work  with 
the  Mayor,  with  the  Supervisors  toward  something  more  special,  more  legal,  more  lasting,  with  more 
cooperation  with  the  participants  involved.  This  is  very  important  because  the  way  it  is  being  presented  is 
on  questionable  legal  ground.  He  cautions  enthusiasm  and  encourages  everyone  to  participate  on  the 
process  going  forward  because  something  special  could  come  of  it  in  the  next  couple  of  months. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  the  public  who  came  to  testify,  Department  staff,  as  well  as  members  of 
the  Commission.  He  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  taking  the  lead  on  an  extremely 
important  issue.  The  need  for  federal  government  and  other  scientific  bodies  to  study  this  issue  is 
apparent  from  the  testimony  today,  and  knowledge  is  power.  To  warn  people  seems  reasonable.  It  will  be 
an  ongoing  effort  to  try  to  do  that  and  we  shouldn’t  think  it  will  be  simple.  The  Precautionary  Principle 
states  the  importance  of  doing  so.  The  public  has  testified  and  the  Department  has  brought  to  the 
Commission’s  attention  the  effects  on  children  that  was  not  well  known  and  is  an  important  part  of  the 
Resolution.  He  thanked  everyone  for  bringing  the  Resolution  to  the  Commission’s  attention  and  stated  that 
he  was  in  support  of  moving  it  forward. 

Commissioner  Mok  thanked  the  public  for  their  attendance  and  providing  comments.  He  stated  that  he 
supports  the  Resolution  and  discussed  the  importance  of  education. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  and  second  by  Vice  President  Gravanis,  Resolution  File 
No.  2009-06-COE  was  approved  with  amendments  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  NOES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.;  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution  and  Approved  Resolution  File  002-10-COE) 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  had  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  5:  Waste  Reduction-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-01- 
COE  recommending  support  of  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance  Board  of  Supervisors  File  No. 
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091211.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Staff  Presenter:  Jack  Macy,  Commercial  Zero  Waste 
Coordinator  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Ordinance  File  No.  091 21 1 , Draft 
Resolution  File  201 0-01 -COE,  and  Public  Comment  Received) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  purpose  of  this  agenda  item  was  for  the  Commission  to  provide 
comment  on  the  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance  proposed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  sponsor, 
Supervisor  Ross  Mirkarimi.  The  Small  Business  Commission  had  requested  that  the  Commission  review 
the  Ordinance  first  before  they  schedule  it  for  review.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  this  agenda  item  and  the 
accompanying  Resolution  is  about  supporting  local  and  state  legislation  to  encourage  bag  reuse  for 
checkout  bags  at  supermarkets  and  pharmacy  chains  in  order  to  reduce  overall  bag  use  and  associated 
environmental  impacts. 

Mr.  Macy  provided  the  following  background  information — 

Five  years  ago  and  one  day  today,  the  Commission  passed  a Resolution  calling  for  a fee  on  supermarket 
checkout  bags  asking  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  to  support  such  legislation  to  reduce  the 
proliferation  of  millions  of  bags  in  the  City  and  their  impacts.  Subsequently,  the  Mayor’s  Office  reached  a 
voluntary  agreement  with  the  grocery  industry  to  reduce  the  amount  of  bags  distributed  by  ten  million  by 
calendar  year  2006  with  the  idea  that  if  a voluntary  effort  were  successful,  that  maybe  a bag  fee  would 
not  be  needed.  During  2006,  the  grocery  industry  was  able  to  get  language  into  a state  bill  that 
preempted  San  Francisco  and  other  local  jurisdictions  from  being  able  to  pass  any  kind  of  fee  and  being 
able  to  collect  any  information  about  bag  use  from  supermarkets,  which  undermined  even  the  voluntary 
effort.  Subsequently,  the  supermarkets  were  not  sharing  the  data  to  verify  bag  reduction  and  no 
reduction  in  bag  use  could  be  confirmed  in  2006.  There  were  claims  of  a reduction,  but  it  was 
unconfirmed. 

In  2007,  the  Supervisors  and  Mayor  passed  legislation  to  ban  the  distribution  of  single-use  plastic  bags 
by  supermarkets  and  pharmacy  chains  so  only  recycled  content  paper,  compostable  plastic,  or  reusable 
bags  could  be  distributed.  That  bag  ban  has  been  very  effective  in  essentially  eliminating  plastic  bag 
distribution  at  the  checkout  by  supermarkets  and  pharmacy  chains.  There  have  been  exceptions  where 
reusable  plastic  bags  are  being  given  out  as  a disposable  bag,  and  that  is  a problem.  The  issue  now  is 
that  there  are  still  tens  of  millions  of  bags  being  distributed,  mostly  paper  bags.  Bags  have  a negative 
environmental  impact  in  their  whole  life  cycle  even  if  they  are  made  from  recycled  content  paper  and  are 
being  recycled,  which  is  generally  the  case  for  paper  bags.  Encouraging  bag  reuse  makes  a lot  of  sense 
to  reduce  the  environmental  impact. 

There  is  currently  a state  bill  in  its  second  year  that  would  create  a twenty-five  cent  fee  on  all  bags 
distributed  at  checkout.  There  is  also  a local  ordinance  that  would  require  stores  to  give  a rebate  of  ten 
cents  for  every  bag  that  a customer  brings  and  is  reused.  Both  of  these  measures  would  help  encourage 
bag  reuse.  As  a general  policy,  a bag  fee  is  more  effective,  as  has  been  shown  from  experience  around 
the  world,  because  it  is  a stronger  economic  incentive.  It  really  makes  sense  to  implement  this  measure 
on  a statewide  level,  which  is  why  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  supporting  and  hoping  that  the 
legislation  may  pass.  At  one  point,  similar  legislation  made  it  all  the  way  to  the  Governor’s  desk  but  was 
lost  in  the  budget  crisis.  We  will  see  what  happens  this  year,  but  meanwhile  we  have  this  local  option. 
There  needs  to  be  a legislative  push  because  educational  efforts  and  participation  in  regional  campaigns 
such  as  Bring  Your  Own  Bag  (BYOB)  have  shown  some  increase  in  bag  reuse,  but  there  has  not  been  a 
significant  increase. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  source  of  the  statement  in  Draft  Resolution  line  16  “Bags  provided 
for  free  at  checkout  are  usually  perceived  as  disposable  products,  being  used  on  average  for  just  a few 
minutes  ''  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  the  statement  is  not  being  used  in  a scientific  manner,  but  represents  a 
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matter  of  minutes  as  opposed  to  hours  and  days.  Commissioner  Martin  also  inquired  about  the  source  of 
language  that  states  “stores  in  San  Francisco  currently  spend  an  average  5 to  7 cents  per  paper  bag”.  Mr. 
Macy  reported  that  bag  distributors  selling  the  bags  at  stores  provided  this  information. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  had  consulted  with  one  of  her  colleagues,  Ms.  Darby  Hoover,  a 
nationally-known  expert  in  this  area  who  was  helpful  when  the  Department  and  Commission  were  working 
on  their  own  plastic  bag  initiative.  Although  there  wasn’t  a full  understanding  on  how  extensive  the 
changes  are  that  could  be  made  to  the  proposed  legislation,  Ms.  Hoover  recommended  focusing  on  reuse 
and  leaving  out  references  to  plastic  and  paper  bags  in  order  to  minimize  the  controversy  that  the 
legislation  is  likely  to  bring.  The  point  she  made  is  reuse  of  any  bag  is  better  than  single  use  of  anything. 
Mr.  Macy  stated  that  the  intent  is  that  any  bag  the  customer  brings,  which  could  be  any  bag  that  the  store 
gives  out  as  a single-use  bag,  would  meet  the  purpose.  It  is  not  a common  practice,  and  there  needs  to  be 
an  incentive. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  recommended  an  amendment  to  (1)  eliminate  the  Ordinance  File  Number  in  the 
WHEREAS  Clause  on  page  2,  starting  on  line  10  and  (2)  amend  the  WHEREAS  clause  on  page  2,  line  8, 
to  read  “where  there  is  current  state  and  local  legislation”  and  take  out  the  reference  to  the  specific 
Ordinance.  Acting  Director  Assmann  expressed  concern  about  removing  the  Ordinance  file  number 
because  the  legislation  was  referred  to  the  Commission  specifically  to  provide  feedback  to  the  Small 
Business  Commission  and  the  sponsoring  Supervisor,  so  removing  the  file  number  would  remove  the 
feedback.  Vice  President  Gravanis  requested  additional  time  to  review  the  Ordinance  in  order  to  provide 
feedback.  Commissioner  Wald  recommended  referring  the  Ordinance  to  the  Policy  Committee  for  review 
and  sending  a letter  to  the  Supervisor  indicating  that  the  Policy  Committee  would  be  providing  feedback. 


Commissioner  Wald  proposed  the  following  amendments  to  the  Draft  Resolution  (1)  eliminating  the 
WHEREAS  clause  beginning  on  line  18  as  it  is  not  in  the  Commission’s  expertise  to  tell  stores  whether 
they  will  be  making  a profit;  (2)  eliminate  the  WHEREAS  clause  beginning  on  line  21 ; (3)  eliminate  the 
WHEREAS  clause  on  page  2 line  1 because  requiring  long  pliable  handles  etc.  would  not  be  applicable  to 
bag  reuse;  and  (4)  state  that  there  is  current  state  and  local  legislation  proposed  that  would  encourage  the 
reuse  of  bags  by  either  requiring  a significant  fee  paid  by  customers  on  all  checkout  bags  provided  by 
stores/and  or  a rebate  respectively. 


Commissioner  Martin  discouraged  an  amendment  that  Mr.  Macy  proposed  that  a sunset  clause  be  written 
into  local  legislation  if  state  legislation  passes  that  requires  a fee  placed  on  distribution  of  bags.  She  stated 
that  the  local  legislation  stands  well  on  its  own  and  serves  an  important  role. 


Public  Comment 


Mr.  David  Pilpel  stated  that  he  supports  the  amendments  that  the  Commissioners  have  recommended.  He 
recommended  that  future  referrals  received  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  Board  member(s)  be  included 
in  the  packet  for  explanation  of  context.  He  stated  that  since  the  Ordinance  imposes  certain  requirements 
on  the  Department,  it  would  be  helpful  to  make  clear  that  this  Ordinance  under  Section  (x)  would  require 
the  Department  to  do  (x),  and  it  is  believed  that  it  can  be  accomplished  with  existing  staff  or  the 
Department  would  need  (x)  to  make  this  happen.  The  policy  component  has  been  fairly  well  articulated, 
but  there  are  operational  concerns  that  need  to  be  balanced.  Mr.  Pilpel  stated  that  he  was  in  favor  of  the 
Commission  approving  the  Resolution  at  this  time.  Since  there  is  no  time  requirement  on  issuing  support 
or  comments  on  the  Ordinance,  he  was  in  support  for  having  a further  discussion  and  review  at  the  Policy 
Committee.  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  it  was  important  for  the  Commission  to  review  the 
Ordinance  and  the  unfunded  mandate. 
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Ms.  Fish  reported  on  public  comment  received  and  included  in  the  Commission  packet  from  (1)  Mr.  Ed 
Florence  requesting  the  participation  of  all  stores,  not  just  large  stores;  and  (2)  Ms.  Howard  who 
questioned  the  use  of  double  bagging  (Explanatory  Document:  Public  Comment) 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Wald  Resolution  File  No. 
2010-01-COE  was  approved  with  amendments  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Resolution  001-10-COE).  Vice  President  Gravanis  requested 
that  typographical  and  grammatical  errors  be  corrected.  The  Commissioners  directed  that  the 
Resolution  be  transmitted  to  Supervisor  Mirkarimi’s  office  with  a cover  letter  thanking  him  for 
bringing  it  to  the  Commission’s  attention  and  that  additional  comments  would  be  provided  as  soon 
as  feasible. 

6.  Approval  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Fiscal-Year  2010-201 1 Draft  Budget.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Budget  by  Program  Area  and  Budget  by  Revenues  and  Expenditures)  Sponsor  and  Staff 
Speaker:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  (Informational  Report,  Discussion,  and  Action). 

Budget  presentation  by  Acting  Director  Assmann-Budget  sheets  by  program  area  and  detailed  information 
listing  all  revenues  and  expenditures  was  included  in  the  Commission  packet. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  was  presented  with  and  approved  the 
budget  at  their  January  20th  meeting.  He  reported  that  amendments  had  been  made  since  the  January 
20th  meeting,  and  that  budgets  this  year  would  be  a constant  work  in  progress.  The  City  faces  a $525 
million  deficit  which  has  widened  over  the  last  two  weeks,  and  it  is  a tremendously  difficult  budget  year. 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  does  not  receive  funding  from  the  City’s  General  Fund  and  is  a net 
contributor  to  the  fund.  As  a result,  the  Department  may  be  in  a more  fortunate  position  than  most 
departments;  however,  there  have  been  impacts,  e.g.  a large  amount  of  funding  has  been  lost  from  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection.  A majority  of  that  funding  has  been  made  up  for,  and  there  are 
mechanisms  for  dealing  with  the  rest  of  the  shortfall.  The  Department  has  also  lost  state  funding— until  last 
year  about  $200,000-$250,000  was  received  annually  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  (DOC)  for 
recycling  bottles  and  cans,  and  that  funding  has  been  eliminated.  A discussion  was  held  on  the 
circumstances  that  led  to  the  loss  of  funding. 

• Energy  Program--there  has  been  growth  in  funding  for  energy  efficiency  and  renewables. 

• Clean  Air  is  substantially  lower  and  is  going  down  by  10%  as  a result  of  fewer  grants  received. 

• Recycling  has  been  reduced  by  12%  on  paper;  however,  last  year  a substantial  amount  of  money 
was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for  their  waste-related  activities,  which  will  not  be 
provided  again  this  year.  Special  reserve  funds  were  used  and  there  was  an  understanding  that  it 
was  a one-time  allocation.  If  that  is  factored  out  of  the  equation,  the  budget  remains  stable. 

• Toxics  Reduction  stays  the  same  as  last  year. 

• Green  Building  has  increased  even  with  the  reduction  in  funding  from  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  because  of  stimulus  funding. 

• Outreach  budget  was  impacted  because  of  the  DOC  state  funding  that  was  lost.  Outreach  money  is 
embedded  in  each  of  the  program  areas.  The  standalone  budget  was  aimed  at  a couple  of  projects, 
one  of  which  has  disappeared.  That  is  why  the  budget  has  been  reduced  by  94%  from  the  previous 
year.  It  does  not  mean  that  there  won’t  be  anymore  outreach  anymore,  but  that  outreach  specific  to 
bottles  and  cans  is  gone. 

• Environmental  Justice  is  dropping  by  46%,  which  reflects  approaching  the  end  of  a $13  million- 
appropriation  received  in  2000.  There  is  enough  funding  to  keep  a smaller  program  going  for  the  next 
two  fiscal  years. 
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• The  Administration  budget  appears  as  if  there  is  a big  increase.  Part  of  the  increase  is  a reflection  of 
reallocating  work  to  Administration  that  was  not  in  the  budget  last  year,  chief  of  which  are  legal  fees 
for  a rate-review  process  next  year  which  occurs  once  every  five  years.  It  isn’t  that  Administrative 
expenses  are  increasing  but  is  a result  of  expenses  that  weren’t  in  last  year’s  budget. 

• Urban  Forestry  budget  is  miniscule  and  staying  about  the  same. 

Overall,  the  Department’s  budget  shows  a 4%  increase  over  last  year  predominantly  because  of 
additional  stimulus  money  and  energy  efficiency  work  which  will  be  carried  into  next  year.  Presumably  a 
year  after,  there  will  be  a decline  in  that  funding. 

Commissioner  Mok  inquired  what  effect  the  reduction  in  funding  would  have  on  the  Outreach  program 
area.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  other  Department  program  areas  include  outreach  services  in 
their  budget.  He  explained  that  the  professional  services  budget  for  outreach  this  year  is  relatively  similar 
to  last  year’s  budget.  There  is  an  influx  of  assistance  to  the  program  from  the  Environment  Now  program 
and  will  be  better  than  in  the  past  as  a result  (50+  full  time  staff  working  on  Outreach  until  at  least  until 
September).  However,  the  Department  of  Conservation  Funding  of  $200,000-$250,000  will  not  be  made 
available. 

Commissioner  Martin  thanked  Acting  Director  Assmann  for  the  overview  summary  and  commended  the 
format  of  the  handouts  and  discussion.  She  inquired  about  the  implementation  of  offset  funding  for  air 
travel.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  thought  that  it  would  receive  $130,000  in 
offsets  funding  because  it  was  believed  the  City  was  spending  a million  dollars  on  air  travel,  which  was  not 
the  case.  He  stated  that  either  the  City  has  dramatically  reduced  air  travel  or  estimates  are  off  so  he  would 
verify  the  accounting.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  small  figure  allocated  to  Department  of  the 
Environment  air  travel.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  essentially  eliminated  air 
travel  and  has  allocated  $4000  for  the  whole  department,  which  is  very  low. 

Commissioner  Wald  thanked  Acting  Director  Assmann  for  the  legibility  of  the  format  and  bringing  the 
budget  to  the  Commission  after  review  by  the  Operations  Committee.  She  inquired  about  the  category 
“services  of  other  departments”  and  what  impact  it  has  on  budget  categories.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  it  is  money  that  the  Department  pays  to  other  departments,  e.g.  administrative  and  for 
particular  programs.  It  was  requested  that  this  category  be  changed  to  read  “services  from  other 
departments.”  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  what  impact  any  reduction  in  the  Energy  program  would  have 
on  its  programmatic  goals.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  nothing  in  this  budget  represents  a 
dramatic  change  in  the  ability  of  the  Department  to  perform  its  services.  The  program  area  that  is  most 
effected  is  Urban  Forestry,  which  experienced  the  same  amount  of  stress  as  last  year.  He  explained  that 
the  mechanics  to  carry  out  goals  change,  but  the  Department  is  still  accomplishing  what  it  has  set  out  to 
do. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  projects  that  the  Department  may  not  be  able  to  accomplish  as  a 
result  of  budget  cuts  and  whether  new  revenue  streams  would  be  pursued.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  the  Department  is  focusing  its  efforts  on  finding  new  revenues  to  meet  goals  especially  in  the 
areas  of  environmental  justice  and  green  jobs.  Stimulus  funding  for  the  Environment  Now  program  is  short 
term,  and  the  Department  is  running  out  of  Environmental  Justice  funding.  Securing  funding  for  the  Urban 
Forest  program  is  a constant  challenge  and  is  a big  priority.  These  are  the  two  particular  focus  areas  where 
more  could  be  accomplished  if  there  was  funding  available. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  David  Pilpel  recommended  that  a narrative  component  be  included  in  the  budget 
that  relates  to  a work  program;  e.g.,  for  each  unit,  list  what  would  be  accomplished  with  resources  and 
attach  Full  Time  Employee  (FTE)  counts.  He  recommended  that  the  Commission  request  the  Department’s 
organizational  chart  and  any  other  materials  that  are  required  to  provide  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Controller  so 
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the  entire  budget  package  can  be  seen  along  with  how  the  pieces  work  together.  The  budget  provided  is 
giving  a numerical  snapshot  and  is  probably  accurate,  but  there  may  be  programmatic  pieces  that  are 
missing  that  would  address  the  questions  that  were  asked.  He  referred  to  the  Impound  Account  figure  on 
page  2 of  the  detailed  handout,  and  asked  if  it  is  the  same  total  number  that  was  projected  in  the  five-year 
plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is.  Mr.  Pilpel  recommended  that  the  Commission  approve  the 
budget  and  then  request  additional  detail  and  a staff  report  once  the  budget  is  submitted  to  the  Mayor’s 
Office.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  budget  is  based  on  a Strategic  Plan,  and  that  he 
would  supply  the  Strategic  Plan  and  budget  updates  to  the  Commission  at  its  next  meeting. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  Fiscal  Year  2010-11  Budget  was  approved  without  objection  with  the  change  in 
wording  in  the  budget  language  to  “services  provided  from  other  departments.”  (AYES:  Vice- 
President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr. 
and  Commissioner  King) 

7.  Approval  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  2009  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the 

Department  of  the  Environment’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  (Explanatory  Document:  2009 
Annual  Report  Draft)  Sponsor  and  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Annual  Report  includes  information  on  Commission  membership, 
description  of  meetings,  and  Resolutions  passed  by  the  Commission  and  will  be  included  as  a section  of 
the  Department’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  Ms.  Fish  asked  the  Commissioners  whether  a 
reference  should  be  added  to  specify  the  functions  of  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committees  as  indicated 
in  the  Commission’s  Bylaws.  Commissioner  Wald  felt  that  the  reference  to  the  fact  that  the  Committees 
meet  is  sufficient  and  there  was  not  a request  to  add  the  Committee  functions. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if  there  was  a requirement  for  the  Commission  to  submit  an  Annual  Report, 
and  whether  the  requirement  gives  guidance  on  what  should  be  included.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  there  is 
an  Administrative  Code  requirement  for  a Commission  Annual  Report  and  would  provide  additional 
information  on  its  requirements.  She  stated  that  she  believes  the  Annual  Report  as  presented  meets  the 
requirements  for  inclusion  into  the  Department’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  that  future  reports  include  participation  by  the  public.  Vice  President  Gravanis  inquired  about 
the  second  page  reference  where  it  states  that  the  “Commission  sets  policy  and  advises  the  Supervisors 
usually  in  the  form  of  Resolutions  and  legislation.”  She  stated  that  Resolutions  are  a type  of  legislation. 
She  stated  that  the  Commission  advises  the  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  City  Departments,  and  other 
agencies  in  a lot  of  different  ways  and  recommended  that  more  information  be  included  in  future  reports  on 
the  role  of  the  Commission. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  David  Pilpel  stated  that  the  requirement  for  an  Annual  Report  can  be  found  both  in 
the  Administrative  Code  and  in  the  Charter.  He  stated  Commissions  normally  provide  a longer  Annual 
Report  that  summarizes  their  actions  and  also  lists  aspirations  and  future  challenges.  He  stated  that  the 
Commission  wouldn’t  necessarily  have  to  change  this  Report,  but  recommended  a discussion  of  what  to 
include  in  future  reports.  Since  this  Annual  Report  would  be  included  in  the  Department’s  Annual  Report,  it 
would  satisfy  those  various  obligations.  He  is  not  sure  the  Committee  functions  have  to  be  explained 
which  is  made  clear  through  a reference  to  the  Bylaws.  The  reference  to  legislation  and  Resolutions 
implies  both  Resolutions  of  this  Commission  and  legislation  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Ms.  Fish 
explained  that  the  Annual  Report  is  actually  part  of  a longer  document  as  it  would  be  included  as  part  of 
the  Department’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan. 
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Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  Annual  Report 
was  approved  without  objection  with  a recommendation  that  future  reports  be  discussed  at  the 
Policy  Committee  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald; 
Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

8.  Annual  Election  of  Commission  Officers.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Vice  President  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Commission  at  their  November  meeting  nominated 
Commissioners  Tuchow  and  Gravanis  as  candidates  for  President  and  Commissioner  Martin  and  Mok 
were  nominated  as  candidates  for  Vice-President.  It  was  stated  that  whoever  was  running  for  President 
and  did  not  win  would  become  one  of  the  candidates  for  Vice  President.  Vice  President  Gravanis  withdrew 
her  name  as  a candidate  for  President,  and  Commissioners  Martin  and  Mok  withdrew  their  names  as  a 
candidate  for  Vice-President.  Commissioners  Martin  and  Tuchow  commended  Vice-President  Gravanis  on 
an  excellent  job  as  Vice-President. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok,  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Commissioner  Tuchow  was 
elected  Commission  President  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  the  Commission,  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  for  his  commitment  and  service 
as  President  over  the  past  year,  and  Vice-President  Gravanis  for  her  commitment  as  Vice-President.  He 
stated  that  he  wants  to  see  the  Commission  work  collaboratively  as  he  feels  Commissioners  have  the 
same  mind  on  99%  of  what  they  are  trying  to  accomplish.  He  stated  that  it  is  a real  honor  to  serve  in  this 
position  and  to  support  such  a great  Department  that  is  doing  such  good  work  for  the  citizens  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco.  He  stated  that  even  though  there  have  been  a great  number  of 
accomplishments,  there  is  still  a lot  that  has  to  be  done.  One  is  for  the  Commission  to  support  and  defend 
the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  budget  from  unreasonable  attacks  and  to  bring  it  proper  attention  so 
that  the  Department  can  accomplish  what  it  is  supposed  to.  Additionally,  the  Commission  is  in  the  process 
of  finding  a new  leader,  which  will  take  a lot  of  work  on  the  Commission’s  part  to  be  able  to  surface  great 
candidates  to  recommend  to  the  Mayor.  Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  everyone  again  for  their  support. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald  and  second  by  Commission  President  Tuchow,  Vice- 
President  Gravanis  was  re-elected  as  Vice-President  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and 
Commissioner  King). 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Committee  Appointments.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

President  Tuchow  requested  that  this  item  be  continued  to  the  March  23,  2010  meeting  with  the 
understanding  that  the  Committee  membership  would  remain  the  same  until  that  time. 

10.  Public  Notice  of  2010  Subscription  and  Renewal  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  and 
Committee  Notices  and  Agendas  as  required  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Subscription  Request  Form)  Staff  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
(Information  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Commission’s  Bylaws  Article  8,  Requests  for  Notices  and  Agenda,  which  sets 
forth  a requirement  that  “Each  year  the  Commission  will  ask  each  person  on  the  list  to  reaffirm  their  desire 
to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a notice  on  the  Commission’s  January  agenda.”  That 
requirement  has  been  met  with  publication  of  this  agenda. 
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11.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission  s jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith,  Law  Firm  of  Reed  Smith,  stated  that  he  represents  Waste  Management  of  Alameda 
County  with  respect  to  the  procurement  process  for  disposal  services  that  were  bid  out  and  will  take  effect 
in  201 5.  He  stated  that  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County  is  the  current  contractor  for  disposal 
services  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  had  submitted  a bid  to  a contract  several  months 
ago  that  he  understands  a tentative  award  was  granted  to  another  company.  He  stated  that  in  the 
prescribed  amount  of  time,  Waste  Management  filed  a protest  to  that  award  citing  10-1 1 enumerated  items 
that  they  took  issue  with.  The  answers  to  the  protest  issues  that  they  raised  were  addressed  by  Recology 
or  Norcal.  One  of  the  primary  issues  that  had  been  raised  was  that  the  contract  was  represented  to  be  a 
disposal  contract  for  municipal  solid  waste  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  tentative  award 
was  based  on  largely  the  transportation  services  that  Norcal  was  proposing,  which  was  a rail  hail  to  a 
landfill  site  on  a roundtrip  basis  approximately  200  miles  away,  as  opposed  to  the  Altamont.  Had  Waste 
Management  known  that  was  a component  of  the  bid,  they  and  other  bidders  may  have  bid  it  differently 
and  proposed  rail  alternatives.  Also  noted  was  that  allocation  of  waste  was  allocated  100%  to  Recology; 
whereas,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  the  ability  under  the  Request  for  Proposal  to  allocate 
to  different  providers  and  divide  that  waste  stream  in  order  to  achieve  maximum  diversion  to  zero  waste 
and  reduction  in  the  carbon  footprint,  which  were  principal  goals  of  the  bid. 

Mr.  Smith  stated  that  he  has  not  seen  the  bid  that  was  awarded  so  does  not  know  the  moving  parts  and 
components  of  that  bid.  He  asked  the  Commission  to  re-review  the  proposals  as  disposal  efforts  won’t 
commence  for  several  years  and  give  the  proposers  the  opportunity  to  bid  and  to  respond  on  a level 
playing  field.  If  transportation  is  a big  issue,  all  bidders  should  have  an  opportunity  to  address  that 
component.  If  dividing  the  waste  stream  is  a big  issue,  all  bidders  should  have  the  opportunity  to  bid  on 
that  component.  The  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County  on  most  principal  elements  of  the  bid  was 
the  number  one  bidder.  Price  may  have  been  a consideration,  but  this  too  is  an  opportunity  to  respond  and 
renew  the  negotiations  with  the  bidders  to  get  the  best  deal  they  can  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  both  for  the  environment  and  price-wise.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  landfill  contract  was 
discussed  at  the  Commission’s  Operations  Committee  and  asked  Mr.  Smith  to  provide  written  comments 
that  he  would  discuss  with  the  Department’s  Director  and  at  the  next  Operations  Committee  meeting. 

Mr.  Tom  Bruen,  Attomey-at-Law,  stated  that  he  represents  Republic  Services,  which  a little  over  a year 
ago  merged  with  Allied  Waste  Industry.  His  client  owns  and  operates  five  landfills  in  Northern  California  in 
San  Mateo,  Santa  Clara,  Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  and  San  Joaquin  Counties.  They  have  the  ability  to  offer 
the  City  a disposal  contract  at  these  five  facilities  and  offer  transportation  both  by  truck  and  rail.  He  stated 
that  his  client  was  disqualified  from  submitting  a bid  on  the  disposal  contract  because  an  employee 
inadvertently  failed  to  attend  a mandatory  pre-bid  meeting.  He  represents  a lot  of  public  agencies,  and  it  is 
common  to  have  a mandatory  pre-bid  on  a public  works  contract  when  you  want  to  have  the  contractors  do 
a site  visit,  and  felt  that  it  was  unusual  to  have  a mandatory  pre-bid  on  this  type  of  contract.  Given  the 
length  of  this  contract  and  the  dollars  involved,  it  would  not  be  in  the  City  and  County’s  best  interest  to 
disqualify  the  bidder  because  an  employee  inadvertently  failed  to  attend  the  pre-bid  meeting.  He  stated 
secondly,  and  most  importantly,  he  was  told  that  the  nature  of  the  procurement  has  changed  from  the 
original  solicitation  of  a disposal  contract  to  disposal  and  transportation.  If  that  is  the  case,  both  in  fairness 
and  under  the  law  of  administrative  standard  procurement  procedures  for  a public  contract,  it  would  be 
appropriate  at  that  point  to  solicit  new  proposals  for  the  current  scope  of  work.  Mr.  Bruen  stated  that  he 
does  not  know  exactly  what  is  being  negotiated  with  Recology  because  not  all  of  the  documentation  has 
been  made  public.  His  client  would  like  an  opportunity  to  submit  a bid  both  on  transportation  and  disposal 
that  would  serve  the  public  interest. 
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12.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  20,  2010  meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  April  21 , 

2010  meeting,  location  to  be  announced. 

Committee  Chair  Tuchow  reported  that  the  majority  of  the  January  20th  meeting  discussion  was  about  the 
Department’s  2010-1 1 Budget,  which  the  Commission  just  heard  a more  recent  update  on.  The  other 
issue  that  was  reported  on  was  that  there  were  three  qualified  bidders  for  the  landfill  process.  As  was 
heard  from  public  testimony,  one  did  not  attend  the  mandatory  pre-bid  meeting,  and  the  Department  is  now 
in  the  process  of  negotiating  a contract.  The  contract  will  then  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
approval.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  depending  on  how  long  negotiations  take,  the  contract 
may  go  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  March.  Committee  Chair  Tuchow  reported  that  the  Operations 
Committee  also  discussed  expansion  of  Department  work  space.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that 
the  Department  has  added  additional  space  at  401  Van  Ness,  War  Memorial,  and  the  Environment  Now 
program  staff  is  operating  at  that  facility.  The  Department  will  be  leasing  additional  space  in  the  existing 
building  in  the  basement  to  create  a conference  room  and  changing  the  first  floor  conference  room  into 
work  stations  to  accommodate  additional  staff. 

13.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  25,  2010  and  December  14,  2009  meetings  and  review  of  the 
agenda  for  the  February  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  highlight  of  the  December  14,  2009  meeting  discussion  was  about 
cell  phones,  which  was  discussed  at  today’s  meeting.  Highlights  of  the  January  25,  2010  meeting  included 
a briefing  on  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping,  an  update  on  the  Department’s  dry  cleaning  project  that  is  an 
effort  to  encourage  dry  cleaners  to  switch  to  wet  cleaning,  and  a discussion  on  the  Department’s  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  website  and  status.  The  Committee’s  next  meeting  in  February  is  hoped  to  include 
a discussion  on  plans  for  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Plan. 

14.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Commissioners  have  in  their  packet  a written  report  that  includes  an  update  on  City 
legislative  activity  from  December  2009  to  January  2010.  A list  of  all  correspondence  received  from  the 
last  meeting  to  date  is  included  in  the  report  that  has  been  e-mailed  to  Commissioners.  Commissioner  W2 
forms  were  distributed  at  this  meeting  and  or  Committee  meetings.  An  important  date  to  remember  is  the 
Commission’s  Annual  Retreat  scheduled  for  Thursday,  February  25  from  9:30  to  2:00  p.m.  and  will  be  held 
at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  Vice-President  Gravanis  thanked  the  Commission  Secretary  for  providing  the 
report  and  complimented  the  Department  Energy  Staff  for  all  the  grants  that  have  been  recently  received. 

15.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  a written  report  and  discussed  highlights  that  include — This  is  the  first 
time  that  the  Department  has  a list  of  new  staff  that  numbers  41 , 40  of  which  are  with  the  Environment 
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Now  Program,  a stimulus-funded  initiative  that  has  been  a real  benefit  to  the  Department  to  provide 
employment  and  at  the  same  time  provides  the  opportunity  for  really  good  outreach.  The  program  is 
running  with  a great  group.  Ten  staff  members  will  be  added  in  the  near  future,  and  the  goal  is  to  keep 
building  from  there.  He  reported  that  one  new  staff  member  has  been  added  to  the  Energy  Watch  team 
that  is  now  fully  staffed.  He  announced  that  there  are  a number  of  new  grants  particularly  in  the  area  of 
energy  efficiency  that  have  been  recently  received — (1 ) the  contract  via  PG&E  has  been  renewed  for 
another  three  years;  (2)  almost  $4  million  dollars  will  be  received  through  the  energy  block  grant  for 
energy-efficiency  work;  and  (3)  three  foundation  grants  have  been  received  related  to  energy-efficiency. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  congratulations  and  welcome  be  given  to  the  new  hires.  Department  staff 
was  congratulated  for  bringing  that  number  of  hires  together  so  effectively.  She  also  asked  that  staff  be 
encouraged  to  be  as  involved  as  they  would  like  to  be  in  Commission  meetings.  Commissioner  Mok 
congratulated  the  Department  for  leading  the  way  and  for  the  success  of  the  Jobs  Now  program. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Pilpel  requested  that  technical  terms  and  acronyms  be  spelled  out  when  they  are 
first  used  in  the  report  for  better  comprehension.  He  stated  that  he  spent  half  a day  on  a tour  at  Tunnel 
Road  and  had  an  opportunity  to  meet  the  Environment  Now  program  staff  who  he  stated  are  real  people 
that  are  doing  a fantastic  job.  He  was  impressed  with  their  compelling  stories  and  all  of  the  work  they  are 
going  to  be  doing  for  the  Department  and  the  community. 

16.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  she  participated  in  the  tour  of  the  Tunnel  Road  facility  at  Pier  96  for 
recycling  and  disposal.  She  stated  that  this  tour  is  also  open  to  the  public  and  recommended  that  people 
attend  to  see  what  happens  to  waste  after  it  is  put  in  the  different  color  bins.  She  recommended  that  the 
Policy  Committee  discuss  fine  tuning  of  the  facility  at  a future  meeting. 

17.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  at  this  time. 

18.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Ms.  Fish  announced 
that  the  Commission  Retreat  topic  would  be  on  Environment  Now  and  Green  Jobs  and  asked  the 
Commissioners  if  they  would  like  to  include  additional  agenda  items.  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that 
the  Policy  Committee  would  be  forwarding  additional  recommendations  to  the  Commission  in  the  future. 

Mr.  David  Pilpel  reported  on  his  conversation  with  Acting  Director  Assmann  on  the  idea  of  scheduling  a 
presentation  on  how  the  landfill  process  got  to  this  point.  He  suggested  at  the  last  Commission  meeting 
that  the  landfill  disposal  alternatives  work  group  should  be  reconvened  to  achieve  a better  understanding. 

In  addition  to  the  discussion  at  the  Operations  Committee,  he  suggested  that  perhaps  the  Policy 
Committee  should  hear  more  about  this  issue.  He  stated  that  selection  of  a contractor  is  a huge  choice 
that  is  being  made  for  the  next  20  years  or  (x)  number  of  tons,  on  what  residual  waste  exists,  how  it  gets 
there,  and  how  the  City  will  be  moving  toward  its  zero  waste  goals.  He  feels  that  this  agreement  needs 
more  public  airing  and  recommended  bringing  the  discussion  to  the  Commission  or  Policy  Committee. 

Mr.  Eric  Smith,  Green  Depot  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Biodiesel  Access  Task  Force,  congratulated  President 
Tuchow  and  Vice  President  Gravanis  for  their  wonderful  work.  He  thanked  Acting  Director  Assmann  for 
their  support  and  stated  that  the  Biodiesel  Access  Task  Force  is  grateful  for  its  extension.  He  commended 
the  Commission  Secretary  for  her  work  who  he  hopes  to  see  next  year  as  the  Task  Force  Secretary.  He 
stated  that  he  is  gratified  to  have  Mr.  Pilpel’s  input  and  is  a supporter  of  transparency  moving  forward.  Mr. 
Smith  reported  that  he  also  works  at  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Railyard  in  addition  to  his  work  with  the  Green 
Depot.  He  thanks  the  Commission  for  their  great  work  and  is  looking  forward  to  2010. 
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Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  in  light  of  public  testimony  and  in  order  to  address  the  issue  of 
transparency  and  to  achieve  more  understanding  about  the  disposal  and  hauling  contract,  she  requested  a 
public  process  that  would  provide  a clear  understanding  of  what  can  happen  when  and  how  it  fits  in  with 
the  rate-setting  process. 

19.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

20.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:50  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  March  23,  2010,  5:00  p.m. 
at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 
website  at  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 
included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(p)sfciov.ora. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved: 
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REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 

TUESDAY,  JANUARY  26,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  416,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice- 

President),  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  MattTuchow,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at 
5:08  p.m.  Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin  (5:12), 
Mok  (5:10),  Tuchow  and  Wald.  Absent:  Commissioner  King. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  November  24,  2009  Commission  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  and  second  by  Vice  President  Gravanis,  the  November  24, 
2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  adopted  without  objection  (AYES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent:  Commissioners  King  and  Martin)  (Explanatory 
Document:  November  24,  2009  Approved  Minutes)  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  11  was  heard  before  Item  3. 

3.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  3:  Energy-San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 
Presentation  (SFMTA)  on  the  San  Francisco  Community  Wide  Climate  Action  Plan  and  the  voter 
mandated  Prop  A which  required  SFMTA  to  reduce  community  wide  emissions  from  the 
transportation  sector  20%  by  2011.  SFMTA  is  requesting  the  Commission’s  support  of  its  proposal. 
Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Staff  Speaker:  Calla  Ostrander,  Climate  Action  Coordinator; 
SFMTA  Speakers:  Marty  Mellera,  Climate  Action  Plan  Representative  and  Timothy  Papandreou,  Assistant 
Deputy  Director  of  Planning  and  Sustainable  Streets  (Explanatory  Document:  SFMTA  Presentation 
Sustainable  Mobility  & Climate  Action  Strategy)  (Informational  Report,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Ms.  Ostrander  reported  that  most  of  the  community-level  emissions  (approximately  fifty  percent)  are  from 
the  transportation  sector.  There  are  multiple  plans  to  address  these  emissions  such  as  (1)  the  Municipal 
Transportation  Agency’s  internal  Climate  Plan  to  track  its  municipal  footprint,  which  is  a requirement  set 
forth  by  Supervisor  Mirkarimi’s  Ordinance;  (2)  the  voter-mandated  Proposition  A which  specifies  that 
SFMTA  is  to  reduce  community-wide  emissions  from  the  transportation  sector  by  20%  which  is  influencing 
SFMTA  to  go  beyond  its  footprint  and  reduce  emissions  from  the  transportation  sector  at  the  entire 
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community  level;  (3)  regional  policies  from  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD) 
issuing  greenhouse  gas  thresholds  for  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  analysis;  (4)  state 
policies  through  SB375,  which  is  linking  land-use  and  transportation  funding.  Recognizing  that  there  is  a 
lot  of  activity  happening  with  climate  planning  on  all  of  these  multiple  levels,  an  effort  is  being  made  to 
branch  out  of  these  smaller  plans  and  look  at  integrating  across  a wider  spectrum.  SFMTA  is  in 
attendance  and  will  discuss  work  being  done  to  move  these  efforts  forward. 

Mr.  Timothy  Papandreou’s  presentation — (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  on  SFMTA  Presentation 
Sustainable  Mobility  & Climate  Action  Strategy) 

SFMTA  is  reviewing  the  process  of  preparing  an  analysis  through  the  recognition  that  our  society  is 
constantly  mobile.  While  the  SFMTA  is  responsible  for  specific  transportation  elements  for  our  society, 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we  are  always  mobile  and  temporarily  resting,  which  has  been  the  basis  of 
analysis.  People  are  always  going  from  here  to  there  and  everywhere,  and  SFMTA’s  job  is  on  how  to 
make  that  more  sustainable  because  there  are  specific  guidelines  to  meet. 

Who  SFMTA  is  as  a transportation  agency--Over  the  past  several  years,  SFMTA  has  been  amalgamating 
a lot  of  other  various  City  functions.  It  is  the  multi-modal  transportation  agency  planner,  designer,  builder 
and  operator  of  transit,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  networks  in  San  Francisco  and  also  operates  the  street 
network  signals  and  system.  SFMTA  supports  public  realm  development  and  traffic  calming;  manages 
the  City’s  parking  supply;  assists  with  City  department  station  areas,  larger  developments,  taxi 
administration,  and  recently  has  been  given  street  enforcement  authority  from  the  Police  Department. 

Key  state,  local  and  regional  sustainability  strategies  have  been  being  worked  on  over  the  last  couple  of 
years.  AB32  had  a scoping  plan  and  a lot  of  the  Land  Use  Transportation  Element  was  fairly  open  and 
not  developed  because  of  many  reasons.  As  a result,  Senate  Bill  375  was  passed  that  looked  at  the  land 
use  transportation  component  of  AB32,  which  looks  at  reducing  green  house  gas  emissions  and  setting 
regional  target  goals  in  metropolitan  regions.  There  are  several  regional  land  use  and  transportation 
plans  that  talk  about  transportation  and  land  use  and  green  house  gas  emissions.  The  San  Francisco 
Department  of  the  Environment  is  working  on  its  citywide  Climate  Action  Plan  update,  and  as  part  of 
Proposition  A,  SFMTA  is  required  to  prepare  a Climate  Action  Plan  for  its  own  emissions  and  for  the 
transportation  sector. 

SFMTA’s  own  emissions  are  well  in  check  to  meet  required  goals  under  Proposition  A.  There  has  been  a 
20%  reduction  of  1990  levels  by  2012,  which  is  being  met  primarily  through  the  implementation  of  hybrid 
and  biodiesel  fleets.  Sulfur  dioxide  has  been  reduced  over  99%  from  the  conversion  of  diesel  to  hybrid 
and  biodiesel  fleets,  which  is  a tremendous  improvement  in  air  quality.  Any  future  recycling  and 
sustainability  efforts  will  help  reach  goals  from  the  transit  and  transportation  agencies  perspective.  Slide 
7 is  a visual  of  the  reduction  in  particulate  matter  from  the  transit  fleet  over  the  years,  which  is  a result  of 
the  purchase  of  clean  vehicles.  The  transportation  sector  goal  approved  by  voters  is  to  reduce 
transportation  sector  emissions.  This  goal  is  beyond  the  SFMTA’s  authority  and  is  within  the 
transportation  sector  at  large.  What  this  equates  to  is  a 20%  percent  reduction  to  1990  levels  by  2012, 
which  is  approximately  one  million  metric  tons  of  C02,  which  is  a substantial  reduction.  A framework  is 
being  proposed  that  looks  at  the  best  practices  that  is  known  worldwide,  reviewing  what  is  applicable  to 
San  Francisco,  and  then  coming  back  to  the  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  to  adopt  those  best 
practices  and  set  the  goals  post  2012  as  required  by  Proposition  A. 

The  key  issues  that  have  been  successfully  articulated  to  the  state  and  federal  governments  are  mainly 
the  inverse  relationship  between  transit  and  transportation  sector  emissions.  In  order  to  reduce  the 
transportation  sector  emissions,  you  have  to  do  mode  shifting-people  have  to  shift  away  from  cars  and 
onto  transit,  bicycling  and  walking.  In  order  to  mode  shift,  you  create  a burden  on  the  existing  transit 
capacity.  In  order  for  that  transit  capacity  to  handle  the  mode  shifting,  you  have  to  provide  more  services 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

January  26,  2010  Regular  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 

Page  3 


and  more  facilities  that  can  physically  consume  more  energy.  As  a result,  transit  emissions  would  need 
to  grow  in  order  to  reduce  the  transportation  sector  emissions  as  a whole.  That  is  the  inverse  relationship 
that  SFMTA  is  successfully  educating  the  state  and  federal  government  on.  It  is  easy  to  say  just  make 
people,  walk,  bike  and  take  transit  more,  but  if  you  are  at  full  capacity  and  you  have  limited  resources,  it 
makes  it  almost  impossible  to  do  that.  What  may  come  across  initially  as  cost  effective  may  be  quite 
expensive  because  additional  transit  capacity  has  to  be  added  to  handle  the  mode  shift. 

Methodology  and  best  practices  that  can  handle  mode  shifting  (slide  11).  Important  tools  include  (1) 
congestion  management  (trade-offs  need  to  be  negotiated);  (2)  Transit  Oriented  Development  (City 
approved  the  majority  of  priority  development  areas),  (3)  energy  reductions.  A review  is  in  progress  of 
the  possibility  of  converting  the  entire  transportation  fleet  to  electric  which  would  achieve  the  most 
emission  reduction;  however  there  are  serious  budget  concerns,  costs,  and  a question  of  electrical  load 
capability.  The  question  would  be  where  that  would  get  us  if  vehicle  miles  traveled  is  growing  over  time. 

A review  of  containment  issues  that  has  been  placed  under  a broad  umbrella  of  demand  management 
strategies  should  be  accomplished.  These  decisions  on  best  practices  are  not  easy  because  of  physical, 
social  and  political  costs,  but  they  will  have  to  be  made.  . 

In  the  near  future,  Infrastructure  protection  will  be  reviewed  under  the  concept  of  climate  adaptation  to 
see  which  areas  of  the  city  are  expected  to  have  the  greatest  risk  in  sea  level  rise  and  stormwater  issues, 
and  then  identifying  and  reviewing  protection  strategies  for  all  infrastructures  close  to  the  shoreline.  This 
is  the  worst  time  to  be  doing  this  kind  of  planning  because  funding  is  shrinking  and  state  funding  for 
transportation  and  specifically  transit  is  almost  gone.  There  is  an  opportunity  for  the  next  federal 
reauthorization  to  move  to  a greener  agenda,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  administration  will  be  moving  in 
that  direction,  but  there  are  serious  funding  constraints. 

Funding  needs--A  key  priority  is  to  identify  state  of  good  repair  in  order  to  maintain  what  we  have,  to 
handle  the  impending  mode  shift,  and  to  look  at  pilot  fund  opportunities  from  federal  government  and 
other  agencies.  There  are  specific  capacity  issues  that  are  beyond  the  City’s  ability  to  handle,  e.g.,  the 
core  transit  and  BART  capacity  on  Market  Street,  which  is  a regional  priority.  It  is  mainly  about 
advocating  and  outreach  to  key  funding  sources  to  make  sure  that  they  are  aware  that  we  are  willing  as  a 
city  more  so  than  most  cities  in  the  country  to  move  forward  in  the  sustainability-mobility  direction  and 
willing  to  move  into  these  innovative  best  practices.  There  does  have  to  be  clear  demonstrable  impacts 
to  our  existing  transportation  system  that  really  needs  not  only  regional  but  state  and  federal  attention  as 
well,  and  SFMTA  would  like  that  help  to  move  the  discussion  forward. 

Timeline  for  next  steps — SFMTA  is  in  the  process  of  working  closely  with  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  and  transportation  agency  partners,  specifically  the  Transportation  Authority,  the  Municipal 
Transportation  Commission,  and  other  City  departments,  e.g.  Airport  and  Port,  to  look  at  how  to  move 
forward.  Proposition  A requires  that  SFMTA  provide  an  update  of  future  plans  to  the  Commission  by  the 
end  of  this  year.  Mr.  Papandreou  indicated  that  he  would  do  his  best  to  schedule  another  presentation 
before  the  Commission  in  November  of  this  year. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Precautionary  Principle  states  that  the  City’s  budget  and  economic 
impact  have  to  be  taken  into  consideration  for  any  type  of  plan.  He  recommended  that  more  focus  should 
be  given  to  achieving  climate  change  through  outreach  to  the  community  to  participate  in  transportation 
forms  that  cost  less  such  as  biking  and  walking.  He  stated  that  there  is  an  opportunity  over  the  next  year 
through  stimulus  funding  to  provide  outreach  to  the  public  through  the  Environment  Now  program.  The  key 
is  to  be  more  cost-disciplined,  create  modesty,  cooperation,  and  sustainable  development  at  attractive 
prices  that  do  not  put  a burden  on  the  City.  Legislation  is  in  place  that  will  prevent  spending  money  on 
programs  if  they  don’t  meet  tests  of  job  creation  and  budget  constraints.  The  reason  these  programs  are 
so  hard  to  implement  is  because  people  have  to  understand  that  this  is  about  cooperation,  and  more 
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emphasis  should  be  placed  toward  this  effort.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  public  outreach  is  one  of  the 
integral  pieces  of  the  plan  and  so  are  sustainable  modes  of  walking  and  bicycling. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  emissions  from  the  production  of  electricity  required  to  run  electric 
buses  would  be  taken  into  consideration.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  yes,  using  existing  resources. 

Vice-President  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Commission  did  not  have  anything  substantive  to  vote  on,  but 
stated  that  she  was  pleased  to  see  the  direction  that  this  was  moving  in.  She  suggested  that  SFMTA  not 
just  look  at  the  miles  traveled  and  mode  shift,  but  also  look  at  per  household  car  ownership  and  work  with 
the  Planning  Department  to  reduce  parking  ratios  especially  in  new  residential  developments.  She  is 
looking  forward  to  staying  apprised  as  this  project  moves  along. 

4.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  16:  Environmental  Health-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File 
2009-06-COE  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and  reducing  exposure  to 
radiation  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of  radiation  information  at  point  of  sale.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Wald;  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (Explanatory 
Documents:  Presentation,  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE.  Mayor’s  Ordinance  Cell  Phones — 
"Retailers’  Duty  to  Disclose  Radiation  Levels”:  Public  Correspondence  Received)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  that  the  cell  phone  safety  issue  has  been  worked  on  by  the  Commission’s 
Policy  Committee.  The  Mayor  has  submitted  legislation  which  is  similar  to  one  of  the  recommendations 
found  in  the  Commission’s  Resolution  that  calls  for  disclosure  of  radiation  values  at  the  point  of  sale.  He 
stated  that  the  Commission  at  this  meeting  should  consider  reports  and  information  received,  and  the 
Policy  Committee’s  proposed  Resolution  that  would  be  presented  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  there  were  many  members  of  the  public  in  attendance  to  share  their  perspective 
on  this  topic.  Ms.  Raphael  referenced  her  presentation  for  discussion  (explanatory  document: 
presentation).  She  stated  that  slide  1 is  a beautiful  exponential  curve  that  came  from  the  cell  phone 
industry  that  is  looking  just  at  cell  phone  use  in  the  United  States.  What  you  see  on  slide  2,  is  that  up  to 
2008,  there  are  262  million  Americans  that  have  cell  phones,  and  there  is  no  slowing  down  of  that  trend. 
The  fact  is  that  cell  phone  use  in  the  United  States  is  increasing  exponentially.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that 
the  green  numbers  on  the  left  of  slide  2 show  the  average  number  of  usage  (minutes)  per  month  per 
consumer  in  various  countries.  An  interesting  fact  is  that  in  the  United  States,  the  average  usage  is  848 
minutes  per  month,  and  the  second  highest  country  is  Canada  which  has  half  the  usage  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  clear  that  people  in  the  United  States  are  very  attached  to  their  cell  phones. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  it  appears  that  increased  usage  seems  to  correlate  strongly  with  cost — it  is  much 
cheaper  in  the  United  States  to  talk  on  a cell  phone  than  in  other  countries  (slide  3).  The  map  from  the 
Center  for  Disease  Control  is  a report  they  completed  on  cell  phone  usage  (slide  4)  that  shows  that  20 
percent  and  in  some  cases  30  percent  of  households  in  the  United  States  have  given  up  their  land  line  and 
are  only  using  cell  phones  (dark  red  section).  So  anytime  that  they  are  using  a phone,  they  are  using  a cell 
phone.  The  basic  message  is  not  a surprise  in  that  we  use  our  cell  phones  a lot. 

Ms.  Raphael  referenced  slide  5,  which  is  a graph  that  shows  that  there  is  a challenge  because  science  is 
not  consistent.  A review  of  federal  websites  and  some  large  studies  that  were  commissioned  shows 
statements  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  there  is  harm  from  cell  phone  usage,  and  yet  other  peer-reviewed 
studies  show  that  it  doesn’t  seem  unanimous  in  that  conclusion.  This  graph  that  was  prepared  in  the 
United  Kingdom  shows  that  the  exponential  rise  is  the  number  of  people  using  cell  phones.  When  you  do 
a study  in  a snapshot  in  time,  which  in  this  case  would  be  the  right  hand  side  at  zero,  85  percent  of  the 
people  that  you  are  sampling  have  only  been  using  cell  phones  for  five  years.  Only  15  percent  have  been 
using  cell  phones  for  longer  than  five  years  and  only  2 percent  have  been  using  them  for  longer  than  ten 
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years.  When  you  are  talking  about  health  effects  that  take  10  to  20  years  to  manifest  but  you  are 
averaging  the  impact  over  the  entire  population,  you  are  going  to  have  a diluted  impact.  What  you  need  to 
do  is  look  at  the  far  left  side  to  determine  who  the  heavy  long  term  users  of  cell  phones  are  and  what  the 
science  says  about  that  population.  This  is  where  you  may  start  to  see  the  first  indication  of  a problem. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  a number  of  reputable  journals/articles  (slide  6)  were  found  that  had  looked  at 
aggregating  data  from  long-term  studies  of  heavy  cell  phone  users  and  found  evidence  of  harm.  The 
science  is  not  unanimous,  but  there  are  well  respected  journals  showing  potential  health  problems.  Where 
is  the  United  States  on  cell  phone  safety?  These  are  three  major  international  studies  right  now  looking  at 
long-term  effects  of  cell  phone  use  (slide  7).  The  United  States  is  participating  in  none  of  these  studies. 
When  we  look  at  the  impacts  on  cell  phone  users,  we  will  have  no  information  on  cell  phone  use  in  the 
United  States.  You  saw  the  data  on  how  different  the  United  States  is  in  terms  of  usage  in  comparison  to 
other  countries.  So  how  do  we  get  the  United  States  engaged?  This  is  not  something  that  can  happen  in 
San  Francisco  and  has  to  happen  nationally.  How  do  we  get  the  conversation  started  in  this  country? 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  Google  searched  cell  phones  for  young  kids  and  what  she  found  was 
disturbing  (slide  8).  There  are  phones  being  marketed  for  kids  ages  3-8.  If  you  look  at  those  buttons,  you 
don’t  need  to  know  how  to  read--they  are  geared  for  pre-readers  and  these  phones  are  all  designed  for 
that  age  group  when  kids  are  just  beginning  to  read.  The  more  we  learn  about  how  a child’s  head  is 
constructed,  the  more  concern  this  leaves  us.  France  appears  to  be  the  most  concerned  with  this  issue 
and  has  a public  outreach  campaign  trying  to  alert  parents  that  kids  should  not  be  using  cell  phones.  Slide 
9 is  a sign  from  Lyon,  France  that  says  “A  mobile  phone  before  they’re  12,  No  Way!  Let’s  keep  them 
healthy,  away  from  mobile  phones.  ” 

How  does  San  Francisco  in  law  define  the  Precautionary  Principle  and  therefore  define  the  mandate  on 
public  officials — “Where  threats  of  serious  or  irreversible  damage  to  people  or  nature  exist,  lack  of  full 
scientific  certainty  about  cause  and  effect  shall  not  be  viewed  as  sufficient  reason  for  the  City  to  postpone 
cost  effective  measures  to  prevent  the  degradation  of  the  environment  or  protect  the  health  of  its  citizens” 
(slide  10).  Here  we  have  lots  of  use,  lots  of  exposure,  serious  threat,  and  irreversible  damage.  We  need  to 
take  action.  Before  the  Commission  is  a Resolution  that  was  considered  by  the  Policy  Committee  and 
recommended  to  the  Commission  that  gives  options  for  action  to  take. 

Public  Comment — 

Mr.  Harry  Lehmann  stated  that  he  is  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Environmental  Health  Trust  which  can  be 
found  at  www.environmentalhealthtrust.org.  He  distributed  “Campaign  for  Safer  Cell  Phones  Briefing 
Book”  which  is  a compendium  that  would  allow  Commissioners  to  access  many  different  sources  of  data 
pertaining  to  the  cell  phone  issue.  It  is  the  attempt  of  several  authors  which  he  and  others  in  attendance 
played  a role  in  producing.  In  terms  of  new  things  that  Environmental  Health  Trust  has  to  say,  he  would 
suggest  two  areas  that  are  particularly  worthwhile  to  consider  (1)  although  they  were  able  to  put  together 
this  compendium  for  reference,  there  is  no  presently  existing  even-handed  compendium.  The  City  of  San 
Francisco  has  an  opportunity  to  establish  its  own  database  that  could  serve  the  whole  country,  and  (2) 
recommended  that  in  order  to  save  a great  number  of  lives,  that  emphasis  be  placed  on  headset  usage  so 
that  the  head  is  away  from  the  phone. 

Mr.  Mark  Clar  stated  that  he  a Walnut  Creek  resident  and  reported  that  in  2004,  his  son  at  the  age  of  25 
was  diagnosed  with  a brain  tumor.  He  had  two  operations,  one  at  John  Muir  and  one  at  UCSF  and 
underwent  radiation  chemotherapy,  and  right  now  the  tumor  is  stable.  The  tumor  he  was  told  was  in  his 
brain  for  at  least  ten  years  before  it  was  found  through  tingling  in  his  fingers  and  a little  vision  problem.  He 
was  15  or  16  at  that  time.  At  that  time,  children  are  learning  to  drive  and  you  give  them  a cell  phone  and  all 
of  these  electronics  such  as  pagers,  and  they  play  soccer  underneath  high-voltage  wires.  One  of  the 
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things  that  he  has  been  cognizant  of  now  is  all  of  the  environmental  issues  that  are  coming  to  light.  If  we 
can  keep  one  cell  from  going  bad,  then  it’s  good.  He  recommended  keeping  cell  phone  towers  out  and 
minimizing  cell  phone  usage  for  children. 

Ms.  Mindy  Brown  stated  that  she  drove  here  from  Fresno  to  speak  on  this  issue.  Her  husband  had  a brain 
tumor  and  was  on  his  phone  constantly.  She  did  her  own  study  when  they  were  sitting  in  the  waiting 
rooms  in  UCSF.  If  she  would  see  someone  with  a craniotomy  she  would  ask  them  if  they  had  a cell  phone, 
and  one  out  of  20  persons  did  not  have  a cell  phone.  The  next  question  was  which  side  of  the  cell  phone 
they  spoke  on.  Sure  enough  wherever  the  scar  was  is  where  they  would  hold  their  hand  up.  If  there  had 
been  any  kind  of  warning  at  all,  it  would  not  have  happened.  Ms.  Brown  commended  the  Commission  for 
making  a recommendation  on  this  issue  as  people  are  not  aware  of  the  danger.  The  cell  phone  industry 
won’t  tell  people,  they  want  to  sell  the  phones.  IPhone  has  an  application  now  where  you  can  hold  a 
phone  up  to  a crying  baby,  and  it  will  tell  you  why  it  is  crying.  She  stated  that  she  prays  that  the 
Commission  follows  through  on  this  recommendation. 

Ms.  Patrice  Scott,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Jobs  Now  program  stated  that  she  is  a parent  and 
San  Francisco  resident  that  feels  that  cell  phone  use  by  children  in  schools  should  be  banned.  The  use  of 
cell  phones  by  children  can  cause  health  problems.  As  a parent,  she  would  advise  anyone  involved  in  the 
life  of  their  children  to  limit  their  use  and  exposure  to  cell  phones.  School  officials  should  become 
educated  on  the  risks  and  proper  use  of  cell  phones  so  that  students  and  parents  can  receive  the  proper 
guidance  of  risk  factors.  Due  to  the  life  threatening  amount  of  radiation  in  cell  phones,  cell  phone 
distributors  should  post  visible  risk  factors  as  well  as  the  price  of  the  product.  She  strongly  hopes  that  the 
recommendations  proposed  by  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  are  taken  into  sincere 
consideration  for  the  safety  and  life  of  all  consumers. 

Ms.  Angelica  Rodriguez  stated  that  she  is  a resident  of  San  Francisco  and  works  for  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  Jobs  Now  program.  She  stated  that  consumers  in  San  Francisco  and  beyond  have  the  right 
to  know  the  level  of  radiation  being  emitted  by  cell  phones  as  they  make  their  purchasing  decisions.  She 
stated  that  consumers  in  San  Francisco  should  be  informed  of  any  steps  that  can  be  taken  to  minimize 
harm.  Using  headsets  and  texting  is  an  alternative  to  speaking  directly  into  phones.  She  is  greatly 
concerned  about  our  teenagers  because  she  feels  that  they  are  very  skeptical--she  has  two  teenagers 
herself.  She  hopes  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  will  consider  and  support  this  Resolution. 

Mr.  Lee  Williams  stated  that  he  is  in  support  of  cell  phones  being  labeled  at  time  of  purchase,  letting  the 
community  and  people  know  that  there  is  radiation  coming  from  that  phone  that  can  cause  cancer  in  a 
long-term  process.  When  he  was  a child,  he  learned  about  cancer  through  cigarette  smoking  as  each 
package  was  labeled.  He  saw  his  father  and  oldest  sister  die  of  cancer.  He  does  not  smoke  today  but  he 
would  like  to  see  a form  of  warning  especially  for  our  youth.  He  sees  teenagers  on  buses,  streets,  and 
everywhere  he  goes  they  are  on  their  cell  phones.  They  are  advertising  cell  phones.  They  do  some  good, 
but  they  are  not  telling  people  about  the  harm  that  it  causes. 

Mr.  Lloyd  Morgan  stated  that  cell  phones  are  causing  brain  tumors.  No  matter  whether  you  look  at  studies 
done  by  industry  or  independently,  any  time  a study  has  found  more  than  ten  years  of  use,  they  have  found 
increased  risk  of  brain  tumors.  There  are  animal  studies  that  show  after  a couple  hours  of  exposure, 
double  strand  breaks  of  DNA  in  their  brain.  There  are  many  cellular  studies  showing  genotoxic  effects. 
Children  are  far  more  at  risk  than  adults.  Showed  composite  of  brain  that  shows  the  amount  of  radiation 
an  adult  brain  gets,  and  this  is  the  amount  of  radiation  a child’s  brain  gets.  We  do  not  have  to  get  rid  of  cell 
phones-we  have  to  change  the  way  we  use  them.  The  solution  is  to  keep  the  cell  phone  away  from  you — 
don't  hold  it  to  your  head  and  don’t  keep  it  on  your  body.  The  Resolution  and  Ordinance  that  are  being 
considered  are  great  and  would  like  to  see  them  pass.  He  recommended  an  amendment  asking  that  the 
federal  government  relook  at  the  standards.  The  existing  exposure  limits  are  based  on  a false  premise. 


i Commission  on  the  Environment 
| January  26,  2010  Regular  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
i Page  7 

They  use  a 90  percentile  largest  marine  as  a measure,  which  is  the  very  biggest  head.  A child’s  head  is 
much  smaller  so  it  violates  the  very  false  premise  exposure  limit  that  exists  when  a child  has  it.  What  we 
have  in  this  country  is  an  outrage  and  we  have  a potential  pandemic  of  brain  tumors  coming  at  us.  But  we 
can  take  action  now  to  change  behavior  to  greatly  reduce  risk,  just  holding  the  phone  six  inches  away  from 
your  head  is  a 10,000  fold  reduction  in  the  amount  of  radiation  to  your  brain. 

Statement  from  Ms.  Ellie  Marks — 

She  is  speaking  on  behalf  of  her  husband  and  herself  and  is  here  representing  her  family  and  the 
campaign  for  safer  cell  phones.  Transcript  as  spoken--!magine  loving  someone  for  forty  years  and  he 
gradually  becomes  a different  person.  He  too  knew  something  was  wrong  but  just  not  how  wrong  and  is 
now  seeking  help  and  taking  medications  for  eight  years  to  no  avail.  Our  children  begged  me  to  fix  their 
father.  Our  loving  household  was  turned  upside  down  as  we  tried  desperately  to  salvage  our  marriage 
and  our  family.  Imagine  this — we  excitedly  packed  one  night  to  leave  the  next  morning  for  our  baby’s 
college  graduation.  At  2 a.m.  I woke  to  a nightmare  that  has  yet  to  end.  Witnessing  this  type  of  seizure 
can  never  be  erased  from  your  mind.  Two  hours  later  we  learned  that  Alan  had  a golf  ball  size  malignant 
mass  in  his  right  frontal  lobe.  Telling  our  two  sons  who  had  raced  to  the  hospital  that  their  father’s 
unexplainable  issues  were  actually  a lethal  brain  tumor  was  gut-wrenching.  There  was  no  choice  but  to 
call  my  daughter  to  tell  her  not  to  pick  us  up  at  the  Denver  airport.  Imagine  this--ten  days  after  Alan’s 
seizure  and  diagnosis,  Ted  Kennedy,  who  their  son  had  interned  with  had  a seizure  with  the  same 
diagnosis.  I heard  reports  that  his  family  felt  it  may  be  related  to  his  cell  phone  use.  Alan  used  one  for 
over  twenty  years,  10,000  lifetime  hours  always  glued  to  his  right  ear,  and  the  tumor  is  in  his  right  frontal 
lobe. 

My  research  began  immediately.  I sent  the  experts  Alan’s  cell  phone  records  and  MRI’s.  We  have 
documentation  that  Alan  is  indeed  the  poster  boy  of  the  cell  phone  glioma  correlation.  I was  invited  to 
testify  at  Congress  three  months  later  and  for  the  past  twenty  months  have  dedicated  my  life  to  the  U.S. 
employing  the  Precautionary  Principle  because  I have  heard  from  hundreds  of  others  who  know  their  cell 
phone  use  caused  their  brain  cancer.  Most  are  in  their  30’s  and  40’s  and  some  are  sadly  now  dead. 
Imagine  this--he  has  been  handed  a death  sentence  along  with  a brain  injury  and  his  work  and  home  life 
are  challenging  beyond  comprehension.  The  reality  is  that  brain  tumors  suck  the  life  out  of  you  and  your 
family  and  then  they  kill.  To  think  this  may  have  been  avoided  with  a simple  warning  is  devastating.  But 
imagine  this,  I cried  last  night  when  I saw  Mayor  Newsom  on  the  news  and  the  large  caption  read  “Cell 
Phone  Legislation.”  I cried  tears  of  joy  for  those  that  will  be  saved  by  this  and  tears  of  agony  for  the 
warriors  who  have  paved  the  road.  I thank  and  support  the  Commission,  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  and  Mayor  Newsom  for  the  courage  to  move  forward  with  cell  phone  legislation  that  will 
educate  and  raise  awareness  and  anticipate  that  legislation  will  make  it  clear  that  even  with  a lower  SAR 
phone,  that  any  cell  phone  should  not  be  held  to  the  head  or  kept  on  or  near  the  body.  I hope  that  you 
will  reconsider  wired  headsets  be  included  with  every  cell  phone.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Renee  Sharp,  Environmental  Working  Group  (EWG),  stated  that  EWG  is  the  first  one  to  point  out  that 
the  data  is  mixed  and  that  more  research  is  needed.  She  stated  that  t is  clear  that  if  you  look  at  the  long- 
term study,  there  is  a trend  emerging  and  it  is  prudent  to  take  precautionary  action.  Many  other  words 
have  been  already  spoken  and  she  wants  to  close  by  saying  that  EWG  requested  a copy  of  CTIA’s  letter 
via  public  records  request.  When  it  was  read,  it  was  noticed  that  there  was  a great  number  of  inaccuracies 
and  misleading  statements,  so  a detailed  response  was  written  to  them  correcting  the  record,  which  was 
submitted  as  part  of  the  record  (Explanatory  Document:  EWG  letter  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment) 

Ms.  Yvonne  O’Hare  stated  that  she  is  a mom  of  a teenager  in  San  Francisco  and  recently  attended  a 
lecture  about  cell  phones.  She  is  here  representing  lots  of  moms  because  none  of  them  could  attend  on 
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such  short  notice.  She  fully  supports  and  hopes  that  the  Commission  passes  this  legislation  that  would 
make  available  this  information  about  cell  phones  at  retail  stores  and  the  inclusion  of  headsets.  She  does 
not  see  why  this  information  has  not  been  previously  made  available,  and  she  is  highly  concerned  about  all 
of  the  kids  wearing  cell  phones  on  their  bodies.  When  she  talks  to  them,  they  just  laugh  at  her.  She  hopes 
that  there  can  be  more  cell-free  zones  in  stores  because  they  are  everywhere  she  goes.  She  hopes  that 
the  Commission  passes  this  information  to  the  schools  letting  them  know  that  there  are  educational 
materials  and  require  that  there  be  cell  phone  free  zones  during  the  day. 

Mr.  Alan  Marks  stated  that  he  was  diagnosed  in  the  summer  of  2008  with  a malignant  brain  tumor.  As  his 
wife  Ellie  has  said  it  has  been  proven  that  it  was  due  to  his  cell  phone  use.  He  thinks  he  has  spent  10,000 
hours  using  the  phone.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  Mr.  Marks  to  elaborate  on  how  it  was  proven.  Mr. 

Marks  stated  that  his  medical  records  were  sent  to  a doctor  who  felt  it  was  definitely  due  to  his  excessive 
cell  phone  use.  If  a warning  was  available,  he  would  have  never  held  the  phone  to  his  head  and  would 
have  taken  precautions  either  by  using  a wired  headset,  holding  it  away  from  his  head,  or  using  a 
speakerphone.  He  wishes  that  the  Commission  would  require  that  any  cell  phone  sold  in  San  Francisco 
include  a warning  letting  people  understand  that  it  is  no  different  than  holding  a gun  to  their  head. 

Ms.  Marjaneh  Zarrehparvar  read  a statement  on  behalf  of  Dr.  Joel  Moskowitz,  a professor  and  researcher 
at  U.C.  Berkeley  School  of  Public  Health  and  his  colleagues.  She  stated  that  Dr.  Moskowitz  has  been  a 
tremendous  help  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  uncover  and  understand  the  scientific  research 
that  has  been  conducted  on  cell  phone  radiation  exposure.  He  was  not  able  to  attend  the  meeting  and  has 
asked  that  his  statement  be  read  for  the  record.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  summarized  his  statement,  “Our 
research  group  at  UC  Berkeley  School  of  Public  Health  in  conjunction  with  the  researchers  from  South 
Korea  and  Taiwan  conducted  a quantitative  synthesis  of  23  case-controlled  studies  of  mobile  phone  use 
and  tumor  risk.  The  most  interesting  results  came  from  13  studies  that  investigated  mobile  phone  use  of 
ten  years  or  longer.  Overall,  we  found  a harmful  association  between  mobile  phone  use  and  tumor  risk.  At 
least  nine  nations  have  issued  precautionary  warnings  about  cell  phone  use  especially  among  children.  It 
is  time  for  our  government  to  mandate  precautionary  warnings  as  the  public  has  the  right  to  know  the 
potential  risk  of  mobile  phone  use  and  the  steps  to  reduce  harm.”  A copy  of  the  statement  and  its 
references  are  included  in  the  Commission  packet  (Explanatory  Document:  Statement) 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  additional  public  comment  was  received  and  included  in  the  Commission  packet 
from  PhoneLabs,  CTIA,  and  Ms.  Sally  Loveland  (Explanatory  Documents:  Public  Comment) 

Vice-President  Gravanis  thanked  everyone  who  was  in  attendance  to  testify  on  this  subject.  She  asked  the 
Deputy  City  Attorney  if  the  Commission  could  pass  the  Resolution  with  the  understanding  that  there  would 
be  grammatical  edits  made  to  the  Resolution  by  staff.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  it  would  be 
sufficient  to  instruct  whoever  prepared  the  Resolution  to  make  grammatical  edits.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
requested  that  the  Commission  consider  a substantive  change  presented  by  a member  of  the  public  to 
make  it  clear  that  in  the  federal  government’s  review  of  cell  phone  exposure  limits,  that  they  consider 
scientific  peer-reviewed  information.  She  stated  she  would  like  to  strengthen  this  addition  with  language 
suggesting  that  these  changes  are  made  based  on  peer-reviewed  science  because  she  believes  it  does 
exist.  She  also  recommended  amending  Resolution  language  on  page  3 item  (b)  to  make  it  clearer  that  we 
are  talking  about  making  sure  that  the  warnings  that  we  put  on  cell  phone  packaging  will  include 
information  about  the  higher  risk  to  children  than  adults. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice  President  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Tuchow,  an  amendment 
was  approved  to  Resolution  page  3,  section  (b)  to  read  as  follows:  “Federal  Government  conduct  a 
public  review  of  cell  phone  safety  standards  and  revise  them  based  on  peer-reviewed  independent 
science,  including  the  potential  effects  on  children  and  the  effects  of  long-term  use,  and  consider  a 
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ban  on  cell  phone  advertising  aimed  at  children.”  (AYES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  this  issue  was  heard  in  the  Commission’s  Policy  Committee  in  mid- 
December.  She  thanked  the  public  in  attendance  that  shared  their  stories  and  expertise  with  the 
Commission,  particularly  for  those  that  have  attended  for  the  second  time.  Based  on  discussions  heard  at 
the  Policy  Committee,  she  and  Committee  members  were  convinced  that  the  time  has  come  to  take  action 
on  this  matter.  The  Policy  Committee  did  develop  and  has  submitted  to  the  full  Commission  this 
Resolution  on  the  issue. 

Commissioner  Wald  proposed  amendments  to  take  into  account  the  latest  information  and  developments 
that  have  occurred  since  this  Resolution  was  developed.  Specifically,  she  urged  prioritization  of  proposed 
amendments  in  order  to  prioritize  the  list  to  bring  the  notion  on  legislation  to  the  top  so  the  Commission  can 
support  the  action  of  the  Mayor  in  introducing  legislation  and  hopefully  ensure  its  passage. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  his  concern  with  the  Resolution  is  about  the  legal  restrictions  of  what  can 
be  done.  He  stated  that  certain  actions  can  be  adopted  at  the  City  level  and  he  wants  to  make  sure  that 
these  actions  are  less  intrusive  to  the  cell  phone  manufacturers  and  would  not  violate  international  or  U.S. 
laws.  By  doing  a less  intrusive  labeling  at  point  of  sale,  certain  actions  can  be  achieved  in  San  Francisco 
first  and  would  open  the  door  to  state  and  federal  actions.  He  agrees  with  the  reversal  of  the  order  so  the 
Commission  does  not  overstep  jurisdictional  boundaries. 

Upon  Motion  by  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  second  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  without  objection,  Resolution 
page  3,  starting  with  line  4 was  approved  to  read  as  follows:  (AYES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends,  as  a matter  of 
highest  priority,  that  the: 

a.  City/County  adopts  legislation  requiring  that  retailers  of  cell  phones  provide  point-  of-sale 

information  on  SAR  values  and  information  on  safer  use.  The  SAR  value  should  be  as  visible  to  the 
consumer  as  the  price. 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends  that 
the  following  options  be  considered  for  action  in  the  future:  (Resolution  text  continues  with  item  (b)). 

Ms.  Raphael  proposed  revising  Resolution  page  4 (g)  to  read  “phones  purchased  by  City  departments 
minimize  SAR  values  and  come  with  a headset  when  necessary  and  educational  material.”  This 
amendment  to  add  “when  necessary”  was  proposed  because  there  is  a concern  about  cost  and  many  cell 
phones  already  come  with  headsets.  It  was  explained  that  not  everybody  is  using  their  phone  that  often, 
and  some  people  have  cell  phones  only  for  emergency  purposes.  The  idea  was  to  put  a headset  when 
necessary  and  necessary  could  be  defined  as  if  the  person  simply  wants  it.  The  intent  is  just  to  give  the 
purchaser  more  leeway  in  defining  how  that  gets  implemented.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow 
and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  amendment  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  President 
Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald  (Absent: 

Commissioner  King). 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Policy  Committee  discuss  at  a future  meeting  a request  made 
by  members  of  the  public  to  consider  cell  phone  free  zones.  She  stated  that  at  the  Policy  Committee  she 
was  not  supportive  of  the  inclusion  of  a requirement  to  include  a wired  headset  at  point  of  sale,  but  it  is 
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something  she  would  consider  reviewing  moving  forward.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  wired 
headset  discussion  was  addressed  for  City  purchases. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Policy  Committee  discuss  at  a future  meeting  a request  made 
by  members  of  the  public  to  consider  cell  phone  free  zones.  She  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  was 
questioning  the  inclusion  of  a requirement  to  include  a wired  headset  at  point  of  sale  and  had  felt  that  it 
was  potentially  overstepping  the  Commission’s  role,  but  it  is  something  she  would  like  to  re-review  moving 
forward.  Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  the  wired  headset  discussion  was  addressed  for  City  purchases. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  would  like  to  address  the  topic  of  required  headsets  for  the  public. 

President  Pelosi’s  statement — 

It  is  not  allowable  to  block  a cell  phone  signal  that  the  law  designed  for  emergency  and  other  purposes. 
He  suggested  addressing  this  issue  from  a social  impact  point  of  view.  The  way  to  create  a radiation  free 
zone  is  to  limit  the  use  of  bringing  the  cell  phone  to  the  place.  You  can’t  block  the  signal--you  just  have 
to  leave  the  phone  at  home.  He  sees  a lot  of  good  that  went  into  the  work  on  this  legislation.  Based  on 
the  comments  he  heard  today,  there  is  not  enough  being  said  about  the  outreach  program  about  the  use 
of  phones. 

Cell  phones  have  become  a part  of  everyday  life,  part  of  every  second,  which  is  different  from  when 
everyone  in  this  room  grew  up  and  did  not  have  cell  phones  and  had  pay  phones.  We  have  moved  from 
a place  where  there  are  pay  phones  on  the  side  of  the  road  to  people  using  cell  phones  when  they  are 
driving,  talking,  and  texting.  USA  Today’s  front  cover  has  shown  articles  about  people  texting  and  getting 
in  accidents  all  of  the  time.  The  laws  will  get  stricter  on  cell  phone  texting  and  use  when  driving.  There 
are  laws  in  place  that  are  not  being  followed.  It  is  the  social  behavior  around  the  use  of  the  phones. 
Cancer  is  a serious  question  to  consider,  but  it  is  not  enough  to  scare  people  to  change  their  behavior. 
What  is  important  is  that  this  is  an  ongoing  discussion  about  social  behavior  about  how  cell  phones 
should  be  used.  When  we  were  growing  up,  they  said  don’t  sit  too  close  in  front  of  the  television  because 
of  radiation — your  eyes  will  be  affected.  Some  of  the  warnings  were  myths,  but  in  this  case,  he  believes 
there  is  a clear  and  present  threat. 

Many  of  the  public’s  comments  had  to  do  with  the  use  of  the  phone,  which  should  be  a part  of  continuing 
outreach.  He  encouraged  programs  such  as  the  clinic  that  was  held  last  weekend  at  the  Library  that  was 
intended  to  help  educate  teenagers  on  cell  phone  use  in  which  100  people  showed  up.  He  encouraged 
the  Department  to  continue  these  types  of  programs  as  he  believes  that  social  benefit  would  be  achieved 
by  changing  behavior  patterns.  This  type  of  action  is  difficult  to  legislate  and  would  require  outreach. 
There  has  been  a lot  of  public  comment  heard  about  the  use  of  the  cell  phone,  which  is  a step  in  the  right 
direction. 

His  caution  to  the  public  about  expectation  is  that  there  is  a real  legal  question  about  the  ability  to  pass 
these  laws.  The  ability  to  put  a warning  on  a label  seems  simple  enough,  but  it  is  very  difficult  and  there 
are  a lot  of  complications.  In  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  you  just  can’t  put  a label  on  the  phone  and  think 
there  won’t  be  severe  legal  challenges  because  there  are  forces  at  work  that  would  challenge  this  effort. 
There  are  also  limitations  because  of  international  and  domestic  laws  that  limit  the  city’s  ability  to  act. 
Social  behavior  has  to  be  changed  as  it  pertains  to  society’s  approach  to  the  phone.  There  are  cost  and 
legality  implications  when  taking  on  these  types  of  initiatives.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  should 
be  consulted  in  this  effort,  and  the  intent  should  not  be  to  punish  cell  phone  manufacturers,  but  to  engage 
them  in  conversation  so  they  help  change  social  behavior  on  the  use  and  application  of  the  phone.  The 
legislation  as  it  moves  forward  in  the  next  couple  of  months  will  become  an  effective  tool. 
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He  is  reminded  of  the  time  four  years  ago  today  when  the  City  tried  to  implement  a 1 7 cents  tax  on  plastic 
bags  on  supermarkets.  Just  today,  Washington  D.C.  is  implementing  a five  cents  tax  for  the  same  thing. 
Ordinances  face  legal  challenges  all  the  time.  In  San  Francisco,  plastic  bags  at  the  supermarket  have 
been  replaced  with  compostable  bags,  which  was  due  to  volunteer  efforts  on  the  part  of  participants  that 
brought  forward  a Resolution.  It  was  not  legal-those  challenges  have  not  held  up.  When  you  pass 
these  ordinances,  it  is  because  of  cooperation  between  stakeholders  and  less  so  because  of  any  right  or 
anything  that  will  hold  up  in  court.  The  reason  the  Ordinances  have  not  been  challenged  is  because  they 
are  in  cooperation  with  the  community. 

When  you  see  an  issue  such  as  cell  phones,  it  will  take  community  cooperation  between  stakeholders.  It 
will  require  outreach,  social  change  and  then  you  have  to  do  it  in  a pro-business  sense.  You  have  to 
educate  cell  phone  businesses  and  let  them  know  it  is  in  their  business  interest  to  put  a warning  on  the 
phone.  By  providing  outreach,  they  will  make  more  money  and  look  like  socially  responsible  people. 
Ultimately,  this  effort  is  moving  forward  so  phones  are  designed  better  with  lower  radiation  and  they 
would  be  keeping  the  community  and  children  in  mind.  At  the  end  of  the  day,  cell  phone  businesses  are 
selling  a lot  of  phones.  If  you  are  using  it  less,  they  are  still  making  their  money  on  the  purchase  of  the 
phone.  It  is  in  their  interest  to  continue  design  and  innovate  so  that  more  phones  would  be  purchase. 

The  community  would  then  continue  to  purchase  more  phones  when  it  is  seen  that  phones  are  designed 
with  lower  radiation  levels  and  with  the  public  interest  in  mind. 

There  is  a good  movement  on  this  issue  and  appreciates  the  audience  participation,  but  feels  that  there 
has  to  be  an  understanding  that  social  change  is  achieved  through  cooperation.  He  does  not  believe  that 
there  is  legal  standing  when  you  attempt  this  type  of  venture,  it  may  or  may  not  pass  restrictions,  and  it 
may  receive  a lot  of  criticism  and  not  be  adapted  nationwide.  Here  we  have  an  opportunity  to  work  with 
the  Mayor,  with  the  Supervisors  toward  something  more  special,  more  legal,  more  lasting,  with  more 
cooperation  with  the  participants  involved.  This  is  very  important  because  the  way  it  is  being  presented  is 
on  questionable  legal  ground.  He  cautions  enthusiasm  and  encourages  everyone  to  participate  on  the 
process  going  forward  because  something  special  could  come  of  it  in  the  next  couple  of  months. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  the  public  who  came  to  testify,  Department  staff,  as  well  as  members  of 
the  Commission.  He  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  taking  the  lead  on  an  extremely 
important  issue.  The  need  for  federal  government  and  other  scientific  bodies  to  study  this  issue  is 
apparent  from  the  testimony  today,  and  knowledge  is  power.  To  warn  people  seems  reasonable.  It  will  be 
an  ongoing  effort  to  try  to  do  that  and  we  shouldn’t  think  it  will  be  simple.  The  Precautionary  Principle 
states  the  importance  of  doing  so.  The  public  has  testified  and  the  Department  has  brought  to  the 
Commission’s  attention  the  effects  on  children  that  was  not  well  known  and  is  an  important  part  of  the 
Resolution.  He  thanked  everyone  for  bringing  the  Resolution  to  the  Commission’s  attention  and  stated  that 
he  was  in  support  of  moving  it  forward. 

Commissioner  Mok  thanked  the  public  for  their  attendance  and  providing  comments.  He  stated  that  he 
supports  the  Resolution  and  discussed  the  importance  of  education. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  and  second  by  Vice  President  Gravanis,  Resolution  File 
No.  2009-06-COE  was  approved  with  amendments  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  NOES:  President  Pelosi  Jr.;  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution  and  Approved  Resolution  File  002-1 0-COE) 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  had  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  5:  Waste  Reduction-Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-01- 
COE  recommending  support  of  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance  Board  of  Supervisors  File  No. 
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091211.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Staff  Presenter:  Jack  Macy,  Commercial  Zero  Waste 
Coordinator  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Ordinance  File  No.  091211,  Draft 
Resolution  File  201 0-01 -COE,  and  Public  Comment  Received) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  purpose  of  this  agenda  item  was  for  the  Commission  to  provide 
comment  on  the  Carryout  Bag  Rebate  Ordinance  proposed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  sponsor, 
Supervisor  Ross  Mirkarimi.  The  Small  Business  Commission  had  requested  that  the  Commission  review 
the  Ordinance  first  before  they  schedule  it  for  review.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  this  agenda  item  and  the 
accompanying  Resolution  is  about  supporting  local  and  state  legislation  to  encourage  bag  reuse  for 
checkout  bags  at  supermarkets  and  pharmacy  chains  in  order  to  reduce  overall  bag  use  and  associated 
environmental  impacts. 

Mr.  Macy  provided  the  following  background  information — 

Five  years  ago  and  one  day  today,  the  Commission  passed  a Resolution  calling  for  a fee  on  supermarket 
checkout  bags  asking  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  to  support  such  legislation  to  reduce  the 
proliferation  of  millions  of  bags  in  the  City  and  their  impacts.  Subsequently,  the  Mayor’s  Office  reached  a 
voluntary  agreement  with  the  grocery  industry  to  reduce  the  amount  of  bags  distributed  by  ten  million  by 
calendar  year  2006  with  the  idea  that  if  a voluntary  effort  were  successful,  that  maybe  a bag  fee  would 
not  be  needed.  During  2006,  the  grocery  industry  was  able  to  get  language  into  a state  bill  that 
preempted  San  Francisco  and  other  local  jurisdictions  from  being  able  to  pass  any  kind  of  fee  and  being 
able  to  collect  any  information  about  bag  use  from  supermarkets,  which  undermined  even  the  voluntary 
effort.  Subsequently,  the  supermarkets  were  not  sharing  the  data  to  verify  bag  reduction  and  no 
reduction  in  bag  use  could  be  confirmed  in  2006.  There  were  claims  of  a reduction,  but  it  was 
unconfirmed. 

In  2007,  the  Supervisors  and  Mayor  passed  legislation  to  ban  the  distribution  of  single-use  plastic  bags 
by  supermarkets  and  pharmacy  chains  so  only  recycled  content  paper,  compostable  plastic,  or  reusable 
bags  could  be  distributed.  That  bag  ban  has  been  very  effective  in  essentially  eliminating  plastic  bag 
distribution  at  the  checkout  by  supermarkets  and  pharmacy  chains.  There  have  been  exceptions  where 
reusable  plastic  bags  are  being  given  out  as  a disposable  bag,  and  that  is  a problem.  The  issue  now  is 
that  there  are  still  tens  of  millions  of  bags  being  distributed,  mostly  paper  bags.  Bags  have  a negative 
environmental  impact  in  their  whole  life  cycle  even  if  they  are  made  from  recycled  content  paper  and  are 
being  recycled,  which  is  generally  the  case  for  paper  bags.  Encouraging  bag  reuse  makes  a lot  of  sense 
to  reduce  the  environmental  impact. 

There  is  currently  a state  bill  in  its  second  year  that  would  create  a twenty-five  cent  fee  on  all  bags 
distributed  at  checkout.  There  is  also  a local  ordinance  that  would  require  stores  to  give  a rebate  of  ten 
cents  for  every  bag  that  a customer  brings  and  is  reused.  Both  of  these  measures  would  help  encourage 
bag  reuse.  As  a general  policy,  a bag  fee  is  more  effective,  as  has  been  shown  from  experience  around 
the  world,  because  it  is  a stronger  economic  incentive.  It  really  makes  sense  to  implement  this  measure 
on  a statewide  level,  which  is  why  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  supporting  and  hoping  that  the 
legislation  may  pass.  At  one  point,  similar  legislation  made  it  all  the  way  to  the  Governor’s  desk  but  was 
lost  in  the  budget  crisis.  We  will  see  what  happens  this  year,  but  meanwhile  we  have  this  local  option. 
There  needs  to  be  a legislative  push  because  educational  efforts  and  participation  in  regional  campaigns 
such  as  Bring  Your  Own  Bag  (BYOB)  have  shown  some  increase  in  bag  reuse,  but  there  has  not  been  a 
significant  increase. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  source  of  the  statement  in  Draft  Resolution  line  16  “Bags  provided 
for  free  at  checkout  are  usually  perceived  as  disposable  products,  being  used  on  average  for  just  a few 
minutes  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  the  statement  is  not  being  used  in  a scientific  manner,  but  represents  a 


I Commission  on  the  Environment 
January  26,  2010  Regular  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
j Page  13 

matter  of  minutes  as  opposed  to  hours  and  days.  Commissioner  Martin  also  inquired  about  the  source  of 
language  that  states  “stores  in  San  Francisco  currently  spend  an  average  5 to  7 cents  per  paper  bag”.  Mr. 
Macy  reported  that  bag  distributors  selling  the  bags  at  stores  provided  this  information. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  she  had  consulted  with  one  of  her  colleagues,  Ms.  Darby  Hoover,  a 
nationally-known  expert  in  this  area  who  was  helpful  when  the  Department  and  Commission  were  working 
on  their  own  plastic  bag  initiative.  Although  there  wasn’t  a full  understanding  on  how  extensive  the 
changes  are  that  could  be  made  to  the  proposed  legislation,  Ms.  Hoover  recommended  focusing  on  reuse 
and  leaving  out  references  to  plastic  and  paper  bags  in  order  to  minimize  the  controversy  that  the 
legislation  is  likely  to  bring.  The  point  she  made  is  reuse  of  any  bag  is  better  than  single  use  of  anything. 
Mr.  Macy  stated  that  the  intent  is  that  any  bag  the  customer  brings,  which  could  be  any  bag  that  the  store 
gives  out  as  a single-use  bag,  would  meet  the  purpose.  It  is  not  a common  practice,  and  there  needs  to  be 
an  incentive. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  recommended  an  amendment  to  (1)  eliminate  the  Ordinance  File  Number  in  the 
WHEREAS  Clause  on  page  2,  starting  on  line  10  and  (2)  amend  the  WHEREAS  clause  on  page  2,  line  8, 
to  read  “where  there  is  current  state  and  local  legislation”  and  take  out  the  reference  to  the  specific 
Ordinance.  Acting  Director  Assmann  expressed  concern  about  removing  the  Ordinance  file  number 
because  the  legislation  was  referred  to  the  Commission  specifically  to  provide  feedback  to  the  Small 
Business  Commission  and  the  sponsoring  Supervisor,  so  removing  the  file  number  would  remove  the 
feedback.  Vice  President  Gravanis  requested  additional  time  to  review  the  Ordinance  in  order  to  provide 
feedback.  Commissioner  Wald  recommended  referring  the  Ordinance  to  the  Policy  Committee  for  review 
and  sending  a letter  to  the  Supervisor  indicating  that  the  Policy  Committee  would  be  providing  feedback. 

Commissioner  Wald  proposed  the  following  amendments  to  the  Draft  Resolution  (1 ) eliminating  the 
WHEREAS  clause  beginning  on  line  18  as  it  is  not  in  the  Commission’s  expertise  to  tell  stores  whether 
they  will  be  making  a profit;  (2)  eliminate  the  WHEREAS  clause  beginning  on  line  21;  (3)  eliminate  the 
WHEREAS  clause  on  page  2 line  1 because  requiring  long  pliable  handles  etc.  would  not  be  applicable  to 
bag  reuse;  and  (4)  state  that  there  is  current  state  and  local  legislation  proposed  that  would  encourage  the 
reuse  of  bags  by  either  requiring  a significant  fee  paid  by  customers  on  all  checkout  bags  provided  by 
stores/and  or  a rebate  respectively. 

Commissioner  Martin  discouraged  an  amendment  that  Mr.  Macy  proposed  that  a sunset  clause  be  written 
into  local  legislation  if  state  legislation  passes  that  requires  a fee  placed  on  distribution  of  bags.  She  stated 
that  the  local  legislation  stands  well  on  its  own  and  serves  an  important  role. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  David  Pilpel  stated  that  he  supports  the  amendments  that  the  Commissioners  have  recommended.  He 
recommended  that  future  referrals  received  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  Board  member(s)  be  included 
in  the  packet  for  explanation  of  context.  He  stated  that  since  the  Ordinance  imposes  certain  requirements 
on  the  Department,  it  would  be  helpful  to  make  clear  that  this  Ordinance  under  Section  (x)  would  require 
the  Department  to  do  (x),  and  it  is  believed  that  it  can  be  accomplished  with  existing  staff  or  the 
Department  would  need  (x)  to  make  this  happen.  The  policy  component  has  been  fairly  well  articulated, 
but  there  are  operational  concerns  that  need  to  be  balanced.  Mr.  Pilpel  stated  that  he  was  in  favor  of  the 
Commission  approving  the  Resolution  at  this  time.  Since  there  is  no  time  requirement  on  issuing  support 
or  comments  on  the  Ordinance,  he  was  in  support  for  having  a further  discussion  and  review  at  the  Policy 
Committee.  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  it  was  important  for  the  Commission  to  review  the 
Ordinance  and  the  unfunded  mandate. 
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Ms.  Fish  reported  on  public  comment  received  and  included  in  the  Commission  packet  from  (1)  Mr:  Ed 
Florence  requesting  the  participation  of  all  stores,  not  just  large  stores;  and  (2)  Ms.  Floward  who 
questioned  the  use  of  double  bagging  (Explanatory  Document:  Public  Comment) 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Wald  Resolution  File  No. 
2010-01-COE  was  approved  with  amendments  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Resolution  001-10-COE).  Vice  President  Gravanis  requested 
that  typographical  and  grammatical  errors  be  corrected.  The  Commissioners  directed  that  the 
Resolution  be  transmitted  to  Supervisor  Mirkarimi’s  office  with  a cover  letter  thanking  him  for 
bringing  it  to  the  Commission’s  attention  and  that  additional  comments  would  be  provided  as  soon 
as  feasible. 

6.  Approval  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Fiscal-Year  2010-201 1 Draft  Budget.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Budget  by  Program  Area  and  Budget  by  Revenues  and  Expenditures)  Sponsor  and  Staff 
Speaker:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  (Informational  Report,  Discussion,  and  Action). 

Budget  presentation  by  Acting  Director  Assmann-Budget  sheets  by  program  area  and  detailed  information 
listing  all  revenues  and  expenditures  was  included  in  the  Commission  packet. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  was  presented  with  and  approved  the 
budget  at  their  January  20th  meeting.  Fie  reported  that  amendments  had  been  made  since  the  January 
20th  meeting,  and  that  budgets  this  year  would  be  a constant  work  in  progress.  The  City  faces  a $525 
million  deficit  which  has  widened  over  the  last  two  weeks,  and  it  is  a tremendously  difficult  budget  year. 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  does  not  receive  funding  from  the  City’s  General  Fund  and  is  a net 
contributor  to  the  fund.  As  a result,  the  Department  may  be  in  a more  fortunate  position  than  most 
departments;  however,  there  have  been  impacts,  e.g.  a large  amount  of  funding  has  been  lost  from  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection.  A majority  of  that  funding  has  been  made  up  for,  and  there  are 
mechanisms  for  dealing  with  the  rest  of  the  shortfall.  The  Department  has  also  lost  state  funding — until  last 
year  about  $200,000-$250,000  was  received  annually  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  (DOC)  for 
recycling  bottles  and  cans,  and  that  funding  has  been  eliminated.  A discussion  was  held  on  the 
circumstances  that  led  to  the  loss  of  funding. 

• Energy  Program--there  has  been  growth  in  funding  for  energy  efficiency  and  renewables. 

• Clean  Air  is  substantially  lower  and  is  going  down  by  10%  as  a result  of  fewer  grants  received. 

• Recycling  has  been  reduced  by  12%  on  paper;  however,  last  year  a substantial  amount  of  money 
was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for  their  waste-related  activities,  which  will  not  be 
provided  again  this  year.  Special  reserve  funds  were  used  and  there  was  an  understanding  that  it 
was  a one-time  allocation.  If  that  is  factored  out  of  the  equation,  the  budget  remains  stable. 

• Toxics  Reduction  stays  the  same  as  last  year. 

• Green  Building  has  increased  even  with  the  reduction  in  funding  from  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  because  of  stimulus  funding. 

• Outreach  budget  was  impacted  because  of  the  DOC  state  funding  that  was  lost.  Outreach  money  is 
embedded  in  each  of  the  program  areas.  The  standalone  budget  was  aimed  at  a couple  of  projects, 
one  of  which  has  disappeared.  That  is  why  the  budget  has  been  reduced  by  94%  from  the  previous 
year  It  does  not  mean  that  there  won’t  be  anymore  outreach  anymore,  but  that  outreach  specific  to 
bottles  and  cans  is  gone. 

• Environmental  Justice  is  dropping  by  46%,  which  reflects  approaching  the  end  of  a $13  million- 
appropriation  received  in  2000.  There  is  enough  funding  to  keep  a smaller  program  going  for  the  next 
two  fiscal  years. 
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• The  Administration  budget  appears  as  if  there  is  a big  increase.  Part  of  the  increase  is  a reflection  of 
reallocating  work  to  Administration  that  was  not  in  the  budget  last  year,  chief  of  which  are  legal  fees 
for  a rate-review  process  next  year  which  occurs  once  every  five  years.  It  isn’t  that  Administrative 
expenses  are  increasing  but  is  a result  of  expenses  that  weren’t  in  last  year’s  budget. 

• Urban  Forestry  budget  is  miniscule  and  staying  about  the  same. 

Overall,  the  Department’s  budget  shows  a 4%  increase  over  last  year  predominantly  because  of 
additional  stimulus  money  and  energy  efficiency  work  which  will  be  carried  into  next  year.  Presumably  a 
year  after,  there  will  be  a decline  in  that  funding. 

Commissioner  Mok  inquired  what  effect  the  reduction  in  funding  would  have  on  the  Outreach  program 
area.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  other  Department  program  areas  include  outreach  services  in 
their  budget.  He  explained  that  the  professional  services  budget  for  outreach  this  year  is  relatively  similar 
to  last  year’s  budget.  There  is  an  influx  of  assistance  to  the  program  from  the  Environment  Now  program 
and  will  be  better  than  in  the  past  as  a result  (50+  full  time  staff  working  on  Outreach  until  at  least  until 
September).  However,  the  Department  of  Conservation  Funding  of  $200,000-$250,000  will  not  be  made 
available. 

Commissioner  Martin  thanked  Acting  Director  Assmann  for  the  overview  summary  and  commended  the 
format  of  the  handouts  and  discussion.  She  inquired  about  the  implementation  of  offset  funding  for  air 
travel.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  thought  that  it  would  receive  $130,000  in 
offsets  funding  because  it  was  believed  the  City  was  spending  a million  dollars  on  air  travel,  which  was  not 
the  case.  He  stated  that  either  the  City  has  dramatically  reduced  air  travel  or  estimates  are  off  so  he  would 
verify  the  accounting.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  small  figure  allocated  to  Department  of  the 
Environment  air  travel.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  essentially  eliminated  air 
travel  and  has  allocated  $4000  for  the  whole  department,  which  is  very  low. 

Commissioner  Wald  thanked  Acting  Director  Assmann  for  the  legibility  of  the  format  and  bringing  the 
budget  to  the  Commission  after  review  by  the  Operations  Committee.  She  inquired  about  the  category 
“services  of  other  departments”  and  what  impact  it  has  on  budget  categories.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  it  is  money  that  the  Department  pays  to  other  departments,  e.g.  administrative  and  for 
particular  programs.  It  was  requested  that  this  category  be  changed  to  read  “services  from  other 
departments.”  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  what  impact  any  reduction  in  the  Energy  program  would  have 
on  its  programmatic  goals.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  nothing  in  this  budget  represents  a 
dramatic  change  in  the  ability  of  the  Department  to  perform  its  services.  The  program  area  that  is  most 
effected  is  Urban  Forestry,  which  experienced  the  same  amount  of  stress  as  last  year.  He  explained  that 
the  mechanics  to  carry  out  goals  change,  but  the  Department  is  still  accomplishing  what  it  has  set  out  to 
do. 


Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  projects  that  the  Department  may  not  be  able  to  accomplish  as  a 
result  of  budget  cuts  and  whether  new  revenue  streams  would  be  pursued.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  the  Department  is  focusing  its  efforts  on  finding  new  revenues  to  meet  goals  especially  in  the 
areas  of  environmental  justice  and  green  jobs.  Stimulus  funding  for  the  Environment  Now  program  is  short 
term,  and  the  Department  is  running  out  of  Environmental  Justice  funding.  Securing  funding  for  the  Urban 
Forest  program  is  a constant  challenge  and  is  a big  priority.  These  are  the  two  particular  focus  areas  where 
more  could  be  accomplished  if  there  was  funding  available. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  David  Pilpel  recommended  that  a narrative  component  be  included  in  the  budget 
that  relates  to  a work  program;  e.g.,  for  each  unit,  list  what  would  be  accomplished  with  resources  and 
attach  Full  Time  Employee  (FTE)  counts.  He  recommended  that  the  Commission  request  the  Department’s 
organizational  chart  and  any  other  materials  that  are  required  to  provide  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Controller  so 
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the  entire  budget  package  can  be  seen  along  with  how  the  pieces  work  together.  The  budget  provided  is 
giving  a numerical  snapshot  and  is  probably  accurate,  but  there  may  be  programmatic  pieces  that  are 
missing  that  would  address  the  questions  that  were  asked.  He  referred  to  the  Impound  Account  figure  on 
page  2 of  the  detailed  handout,  and  asked  if  it  is  the  same  total  number  that  was  projected  in  the  five-year 
plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is.  Mr.  Pilpel  recommended  that  the  Commission  approve  the 
budget  and  then  request  additional  detail  and  a staff  report  once  the  budget  is  submitted  to  the  Mayor’s 
Office.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  budget  is  based  on  a Strategic  Plan,  and  that  he 
would  supply  the  Strategic  Plan  and  budget  updates  to  the  Commission  at  its  next  meeting. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  Fiscal  Year  2010-11  Budget  was  approved  without  objection  with  the  change  in 
wording  in  the  budget  language  to  “services  provided  from  other  departments.”  (AYES:  Vice- 
President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr. 
and  Commissioner  King) 

7.  Approval  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  2009  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the 

Department  of  the  Environment’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  (Explanatory  Document:  2009 
Annual  Report  Draft)  Sponsor  and  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Annual  Report  includes  information  on  Commission  membership, 
description  of  meetings,  and  Resolutions  passed  by  the  Commission  and  will  be  included  as  a section  of 
the  Department’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  Ms.  Fish  asked  the  Commissioners  whether  a 
reference  should  be  added  to  specify  the  functions  of  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committees  as  indicated 
in  the  Commission’s  Bylaws.  Commissioner  Wald  felt  that  the  reference  to  the  fact  that  the  Committees 
meet  is  sufficient  and  there  was  not  a request  to  add  the  Committee  functions. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if  there  was  a requirement  for  the  Commission  to  submit  an  Annual  Report, 
and  whether  the  requirement  gives  guidance  on  what  should  be  included.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  there  is 
an  Administrative  Code  requirement  for  a Commission  Annual  Report  and  would  provide  additional 
information  on  its  requirements.  She  stated  that  she  believes  the  Annual  Report  as  presented  meets  the 
requirements  for  inclusion  into  the  Department’s  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  that  future  reports  include  participation  by  the  public.  Vice  President  Gravanis  inquired  about 
the  second  page  reference  where  it  states  that  the  “Commission  sets  policy  and  advises  the  Supervisors 
usually  in  the  form  of  Resolutions  and  legislation.”  She  stated  that  Resolutions  are  a type  of  legislation. 
She  stated  that  the  Commission  advises  the  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  City  Departments,  and  other 
agencies  in  a lot  of  different  ways  and  recommended  that  more  information  be  included  in  future  reports  on 
the  role  of  the  Commission. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  David  Pilpel  stated  that  the  requirement  for  an  Annual  Report  can  be  found  both  in 
the  Administrative  Code  and  in  the  Charter.  He  stated  Commissions  normally  provide  a longer  Annual 
Report  that  summarizes  their  actions  and  also  lists  aspirations  and  future  challenges.  He  stated  that  the 
Commission  wouldn’t  necessarily  have  to  change  this  Report,  but  recommended  a discussion  of  what  to 
include  in  future  reports.  Since  this  Annual  Report  would  be  included  in  the  Department’s  Annual  Report,  it 
would  satisfy  those  various  obligations.  He  is  not  sure  the  Committee  functions  have  to  be  explained 
which  is  made  clear  through  a reference  to  the  Bylaws.  The  reference  to  legislation  and  Resolutions 
implies  both  Resolutions  of  this  Commission  and  legislation  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Ms.  Fish 
explained  that  the  Annual  Report  is  actually  part  of  a longer  document  as  it  would  be  included  as  part  of 
the  Department's  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan. 
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Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Tuchow  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  Annual  Report 
was  approved  without  objection  with  a recommendation  that  future  reports  be  discussed  at  the 
Policy  Committee  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald; 
Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

8.  Annual  Election  of  Commission  Officers.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Vice  President  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Commission  at  their  November  meeting  nominated 
Commissioners  Tuchow  and  Gravanis  as  candidates  for  President  and  Commissioner  Martin  and  Mok 
were  nominated  as  candidates  for  Vice-President.  It  was  stated  that  whoever  was  running  for  President 
and  did  not  win  would  become  one  of  the  candidates  for  Vice  President.  Vice  President  Gravanis  withdrew 
her  name  as  a candidate  for  President,  and  Commissioners  Martin  and  Mok  withdrew  their  names  as  a 
candidate  for  Vice-President.  Commissioners  Martin  and  Tuchow  commended  Vice-President  Gravanis  on 
an  excellent  job  as  Vice-President. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok,  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Commissioner  Tuchow  was 
elected  Commission  President  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  the  Commission,  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  for  his  commitment  and  service 
as  President  over  the  past  year,  and  Vice-President  Gravanis  for  her  commitment  as  Vice-President.  He 
stated  that  he  wants  to  see  the  Commission  work  collaboratively  as  he  feels  Commissioners  have  the 
same  mind  on  99%  of  what  they  are  trying  to  accomplish.  He  stated  that  it  is  a real  honor  to  serve  in  this 
position  and  to  support  such  a great  Department  that  is  doing  such  good  work  for  the  citizens  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco.  He  stated  that  even  though  there  have  been  a great  number  of 
accomplishments,  there  is  still  a lot  that  has  to  be  done.  One  is  for  the  Commission  to  support  and  defend 
the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  budget  from  unreasonable  attacks  and  to  bring  it  proper  attention  so 
that  the  Department  can  accomplish  what  it  is  supposed  to.  Additionally,  the  Commission  is  in  the  process 
of  finding  a new  leader,  which  will  take  a lot  of  work  on  the  Commission’s  part  to  be  able  to  surface  great 
candidates  to  recommend  to  the  Mayor.  Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  everyone  again  for  their  support. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald  and  second  by  Commission  President  Tuchow,  Vice- 
President  Gravanis  was  re-elected  as  Vice-President  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President 
Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and 
Commissioner  King). 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Committee  Appointments.  (Discussion  and  Action) 

President  Tuchow  requested  that  this  item  be  continued  to  the  March  23,  2010  meeting  with  the 
understanding  that  the  Committee  membership  would  remain  the  same  until  that  time. 

10.  Public  Notice  of  2010  Subscription  and  Renewal  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  and 
Committee  Notices  and  Agendas  as  required  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Subscription  Request  Form)  Staff  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
(Information  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Commission’s  Bylaws  Article  8,  Requests  for  Notices  and  Agenda,  which  sets 
forth  a requirement  that  “Each  year  the  Commission  will  ask  each  person  on  the  list  to  reaffirm  their  desire 
to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a notice  on  the  Commission’s  January  agenda.”  That 
requirement  has  been  met  with  publication  of  this  agenda. 
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11.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith,  Law  Firm  of  Reed  Smith,  stated  that  he  represents  Waste  Management  of  Alameda 
County  with  respect  to  the  procurement  process  for  disposal  services  that  were  bid  out  and  will  take  effect 
in  2015.  He  stated  that  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County  is  the  current  contractor  for  disposal 
services  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  had  submitted  a bid  to  a contract  several  months 
ago  that  he  understands  a tentative  award  was  granted  to  another  company.  He  stated  that  in  the 
prescribed  amount  of  time,  Waste  Management  filed  a protest  to  that  award  citing  10-1 1 enumerated  items 
that  they  took  issue  with.  The  answers  to  the  protest  issues  that  they  raised  were  addressed  by  Recology 
or  Norcal.  One  of  the  primary  issues  that  had  been  raised  was  that  the  contract  was  represented  to  be  a 
disposal  contract  for  municipal  solid  waste  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  tentative  award 
was  based  on  largely  the  transportation  services  that  Norcal  was  proposing,  which  was  a rail  hail  to  a 
landfill  site  on  a roundtrip  basis  approximately  200  miles  away,  as  opposed  to  the  Altamont.  Had  Waste 
Management  known  that  was  a component  of  the  bid,  they  and  other  bidders  may  have  bid  it  differently 
and  proposed  rail  alternatives.  Also  noted  was  that  allocation  of  waste  was  allocated  100%  to  Recology; 
whereas,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  the  ability  under  the  Request  for  Proposal  to  allocate 
to  different  providers  and  divide  that  waste  stream  in  order  to  achieve  maximum  diversion  to  zero  waste 
and  reduction  in  the  carbon  footprint,  which  were  principal  goals  of  the  bid. 

Mr.  Smith  stated  that  he  has  not  seen  the  bid  that  was  awarded  so  does  not  know  the  moving  parts  and 
components  of  that  bid.  He  asked  the  Commission  to  re-review  the  proposals  as  disposal  efforts  won’t 
commence  for  several  years  and  give  the  proposers  the  opportunity  to  bid  and  to  respond  on  a level 
playing  field.  If  transportation  is  a big  issue,  all  bidders  should  have  an  opportunity  to  address  that 
component.  If  dividing  the  waste  stream  is  a big  issue,  all  bidders  should  have  the  opportunity  to  bid  on 
that  component.  The  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County  on  most  principal  elements  of  the  bid  was 
the  number  one  bidder.  Price  may  have  been  a consideration,  but  this  too  is  an  opportunity  to  respond  and 
renew  the  negotiations  with  the  bidders  to  get  the  best  deal  they  can  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  both  for  the  environment  and  price-wise.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  landfill  contract  was 
discussed  at  the  Commission’s  Operations  Committee  and  asked  Mr.  Smith  to  provide  written  comments 
that  he  would  discuss  with  the  Department’s  Director  and  at  the  next  Operations  Committee  meeting. 

Mr.  Tom  Bruen,  Attorney-at-Law,  stated  that  he  represents  Republic  Services,  which  a little  over  a year 
ago  merged  with  Allied  Waste  Industry.  His  client  owns  and  operates  five  landfills  in  Northern  California  in 
San  Mateo,  Santa  Clara,  Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  and  San  Joaquin  Counties.  They  have  the  ability  to  offer 
the  City  a disposal  contract  at  these  five  facilities  and  offer  transportation  both  by  truck  and  rail.  He  stated 
that  his  client  was  disqualified  from  submitting  a bid  on  the  disposal  contract  because  an  employee 
inadvertently  failed  to  attend  a mandatory  pre-bid  meeting.  He  represents  a lot  of  public  agencies,  and  it  is 
common  to  have  a mandatory  pre-bid  on  a public  works  contract  when  you  want  to  have  the  contractors  do 
a site  visit,  and  felt  that  it  was  unusual  to  have  a mandatory  pre-bid  on  this  type  of  contract.  Given  the 
length  of  this  contract  and  the  dollars  involved,  it  would  not  be  in  the  City  and  County’s  best  interest  to 
disqualify  the  bidder  because  an  employee  inadvertently  failed  to  attend  the  pre-bid  meeting.  He  stated 
secondly,  and  most  importantly,  he  was  told  that  the  nature  of  the  procurement  has  changed  from  the 
original  solicitation  of  a disposal  contract  to  disposal  and  transportation.  If  that  is  the  case,  both  in  fairness 
and  under  the  law  of  administrative  standard  procurement  procedures  for  a public  contract,  it  would  be 
appropriate  at  that  point  to  solicit  new  proposals  for  the  current  scope  of  work.  Mr.  Bruen  stated  that  he 
does  not  know  exactly  what  is  being  negotiated  with  Recology  because  not  all  of  the  documentation  has 
been  made  public.  His  client  would  like  an  opportunity  to  submit  a bid  both  on  transportation  and  disposal 
that  would  serve  the  public  interest. 
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12.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  20,  2010  meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  April  21 , 

2010  meeting,  location  to  be  announced. 

Committee  Chair  Tuchow  reported  that  the  majority  of  the  January  20th  meeting  discussion  was  about  the 
Department’s  2010-1 1 Budget,  which  the  Commission  just  heard  a more  recent  update  on.  The  other 
issue  that  was  reported  on  was  that  there  were  three  qualified  bidders  for  the  landfill  process.  As  was 
heard  from  public  testimony,  one  did  not  attend  the  mandatory  pre-bid  meeting,  and  the  Department  is  now 
in  the  process  of  negotiating  a contract.  The  contract  will  then  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
approval.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  depending  on  how  long  negotiations  take,  the  contract 
may  go  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  March.  Committee  Chair  Tuchow  reported  that  the  Operations 
Committee  also  discussed  expansion  of  Department  work  space.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that 
the  Department  has  added  additional  space  at  401  Van  Ness,  War  Memorial,  and  the  Environment  Now 
program  staff  is  operating  at  that  facility.  The  Department  will  be  leasing  additional  space  in  the  existing 
building  in  the  basement  to  create  a conference  room  and  changing  the  first  floor  conference  room  into 
work  stations  to  accommodate  additional  staff. 

13.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  January  25,  2010  and  December  14,  2009  meetings  and  review  of  the 
agenda  for  the  February  201 0 meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  highlight  of  the  December  14,  2009  meeting  discussion  was  about 
cell  phones,  which  was  discussed  at  today’s  meeting.  Highlights  of  the  January  25,  2010  meeting  included 
a briefing  on  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping,  an  update  on  the  Department’s  dry  cleaning  project  that  is  an 
effort  to  encourage  dry  cleaners  to  switch  to  wet  cleaning,  and  a discussion  on  the  Department’s  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  website  and  status.  The  Committee’s  next  meeting  in  February  is  hoped  to  include 
a discussion  on  plans  for  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Plan. 

14.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Commissioners  have  in  their  packet  a written  report  that  includes  an  update  on  City 
legislative  activity  from  December  2009  to  January  2010.  A list  of  all  correspondence  received  from  the 
last  meeting  to  date  is  included  in  the  report  that  has  been  e-mailed  to  Commissioners.  Commissioner  W2 
forms  were  distributed  at  this  meeting  and  or  Committee  meetings.  An  important  date  to  remember  is  the 
Commission’s  Annual  Retreat  scheduled  for  Thursday,  February  25  from  9:30  to  2:00  p.m.  and  will  be  held 
at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  Vice-President  Gravanis  thanked  the  Commission  Secretary  for  providing  the 
report  and  complimented  the  Department  Energy  Staff  for  all  the  grants  that  have  been  recently  received. 

15.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  a written  report  and  discussed  highlights  that  include — This  is  the  first 
time  that  the  Department  has  a list  of  new  staff  that  numbers  41 , 40  of  which  are  with  the  Environment 
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Now  Program,  a stimulus-funded  initiative  that  has  been  a real  benefit  to  the  Department  to  provide 
employment  and  at  the  same  time  provides  the  opportunity  for  really  good  outreach.  The  program  is 
running  with  a great  group.  Ten  staff  members  will  be  added  in  the  near  future,  and  the  goal  is  to  keep 
building  from  there.  He  reported  that  one  new  staff  member  has  been  added  to  the  Energy  Watch  team 
that  is  now  fully  staffed.  He  announced  that  there  are  a number  of  new  grants  particularly  in  the  area  of 
energy  efficiency  that  have  been  recently  received — (1)  the  contract  via  PG&E  has  been  renewed  for 
another  three  years;  (2)  almost  $4  million  dollars  will  be  received  through  the  energy  block  grant  for 
energy-efficiency  work;  and  (3)  three  foundation  grants  have  been  received  related  to  energy-efficiency. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  congratulations  and  welcome  be  given  to  the  new  hires.  Department  staff 
was  congratulated  for  bringing  that  number  of  hires  together  so  effectively.  She  also  asked  that  staff  be 
encouraged  to  be  as  involved  as  they  would  like  to  be  in  Commission  meetings.  Commissioner  Mok 
congratulated  the  Department  for  leading  the  way  and  for  the  success  of  the  Jobs  Now  program. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Pilpel  requested  that  technical  terms  and  acronyms  be  spelled  out  when  they  are 
first  used  in  the  report  for  better  comprehension.  He  stated  that  he  spent  half  a day  on  a tour  at  Tunnel 
Road  and  had  an  opportunity  to  meet  the  Environment  Now  program  staff  who  he  stated  are  real  people 
that  are  doing  a fantastic  job.  He  was  impressed  with  their  compelling  stories  and  all  of  the  work  they  are 
going  to  be  doing  for  the  Department  and  the  community. 

16.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  she  participated  in  the  tour  of  the  Tunnel  Road  facility  at  Pier  96  for 
recycling  and  disposal.  She  stated  that  this  tour  is  also  open  to  the  public  and  recommended  that  people 
attend  to  see  what  happens  to  waste  after  it  is  put  in  the  different  color  bins.  She  recommended  that  the 
Policy  Committee  discuss  fine  tuning  of  the  facility  at  a future  meeting. 

17.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  at  this  time. 

18.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Ms.  Fish  announced 
that  the  Commission  Retreat  topic  would  be  on  Environment  Now  and  Green  Jobs  and  asked  the 
Commissioners  if  they  would  like  to  include  additional  agenda  items.  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that 
the  Policy  Committee  would  be  forwarding  additional  recommendations  to  the  Commission  in  the  future. 

Mr.  David  Pilpel  reported  on  his  conversation  with  Acting  Director  Assmann  on  the  idea  of  scheduling  a 
presentation  on  how  the  landfill  process  got  to  this  point.  He  suggested  at  the  last  Commission  meeting 
that  the  landfill  disposal  alternatives  work  group  should  be  reconvened  to  achieve  a better  understanding. 

In  addition  to  the  discussion  at  the  Operations  Committee,  he  suggested  that  perhaps  the  Policy 
Committee  should  hear  more  about  this  issue.  He  stated  that  selection  of  a contractor  is  a huge  choice 
that  is  being  made  for  the  next  20  years  or  (x)  number  of  tons,  on  what  residual  waste  exists,  how  it  gets 
there,  and  how  the  City  will  be  moving  toward  its  zero  waste  goals.  He  feels  that  this  agreement  needs 
more  public  airing  and  recommended  bringing  the  discussion  to  the  Commission  or  Policy  Committee. 

Mr.  Eric  Smith,  Green  Depot  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Biodiesel  Access  Task  Force,  congratulated  President 
Tuchow  and  Vice  President  Gravanis  for  their  wonderful  work.  He  thanked  Acting  Director  Assmann  for 
their  support  and  stated  that  the  Biodiesel  Access  Task  Force  is  grateful  for  its  extension.  He  commended 
the  Commission  Secretary  for  her  work  who  he  hopes  to  see  next  year  as  the  Task  Force  Secretary.  He 
stated  that  he  is  gratified  to  have  Mr.  Pilpel’s  input  and  is  a supporter  of  transparency  moving  forward.  Mr. 
Smith  reported  that  he  also  works  at  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Railyard  in  addition  to  his  work  with  the  Green 
Depot.  He  thanks  the  Commission  for  their  great  work  and  is  looking  forward  to  2010. 
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Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  in  light  of  public  testimony  and  in  order  to  address  the  issue  of 
transparency  and  to  achieve  more  understanding  about  the  disposal  and  hauling  contract,  she  requested  a 
public  process  that  would  provide  a clear  understanding  of  what  can  happen  when  and  how  it  fits  in  with 
the  rate-setting  process. 

19.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

20.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:50  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  March  23,  2010,  5:00  p.m. 
at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 
website  at  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 
included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish&sfqov.orp. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


'Approved:  March  23,  2010 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  002=1 0=COE 


1 [CELL  PHONE  RADIATION  SAFETY  AND  DISCLOSURE] 

2 

3 Resolution  recommending  measures  for  educating  the  public  on  and 

4 reducing  exposure  to  radiation  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of 

5 radiation  information  at  point  of  sale. 

6 WHEREAS,  The  Policy  Committee  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  met 

7 on  December  14,  2009  and  unanimously  adopted  the  findings  and  recommendations 

8 listed  below;  and 

9 WHEREAS,  More  than  270  million  people  in  the  United  States  (US)  use  cell 

10  phones  with  an  increasing  number  of  them  children;  and, 

1 1 WHEREAS,  Cell  phones  are  an  important  tool  of  communication,  especially 

12  during  times  of  emergency;  and, 

13  WHEREAS,  A cell  phone  emits  Radio  Frequency  (RF)  radiation  from  the  antenna 

14  of  the  device,  often  in  a 360-degree  pattern,  as  the  device  seeks  to  make  a connection 

15  with  the  cell  tower;  and, 

16  WHEREAS,  Recently  published  long-term  studies  looking  at  cell  phone  use  for 

17  10  years  have  indicated  evidence  of  increasing  occurrence  of  brain  and  salivary  cancers 

18  especially  on  the  side  of  the  head  where  cell  phones  are  held;  and, 

19  WHEREAS,  Children  are  potentially  more  vulnerable  to  this  radiation  exposure 

20  due  to  their  smaller  head  size,  thinner  skulls,  different  composition  of  tissues,  and  still- 

21  developing  brains  and  bodies;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Governments  around  the  world  including  France,  Israel,  Germany, 
23  Finland,  and  Switzerland,  have  issued  warnings  about  prolonged  cell  phone  use, 


24  especially  for  children;  and, 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  002-1 0-COF 


WHEREAS,  The  French  Senate  is  considering  legislation  that  would  restrict  the 

2 promotion  and  sale  of  cell  phones  for  use  by  children  and  would  require  companies  to 

3 offer  headsets  with  each  phone  sold;  and, 

4 WHEREAS,  The  maximum  level  of  radiation  emitted  from  a cell  phone  and 

5 absorbed  by  the  human  brain  and  body  is  called  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  and 

6 these  values  range  in  cell  phones  from  0.2  to  1.6  W/kg,  the  maximum  legal  value  in  the 

7 US;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  United  States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  does  not 
9 review  the  safety  of  cell  phones  before  they  come  to  market  but  does  have  the  authority 

10  to  take  action  against  the  unsafe  exposure  to  radiation  from  these  products;  and, 

1 1 WHEREAS,  The  United  States  Federal  Communications  Commission  (FCC)  has 

12  accepted  the  safety  standards  for  cell  phone  radiation  set  by  the  electronics  professional 

13  trade  association,  the  Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers  (IEEE);  and, 

14  WHEREAS,  Cell  phone  radiation  safety  levels  accepted  by  the  FCC  do  not  take 

15  into  account  potential  increased  vulnerabilities  of  children  nor  the  cumulative  effects  of 

16  long-term  use  and  do  not  provide  sufficient  protection  in  determining  a maximum 

1 7 allowable  SAR  value  of  1 .6  W/Kg  for  the  human  head  and  brain;  and, 

18  WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  has  adopted  a Precautionary  Principle  Ordinance 

19  that  compels  government  agencies  to  heed  early  warning  signs  from  the  scientific 

20  literature  and  to  take  protective  action  to  prevent  harm;  and, 

21  WHEREAS,  Cell  phone  manufacturers  are  required  to  report  the  SAR  values  of 

22  their  phones  to  the  FCC  but  are  not  obligated  to  make  this  information  available  to  the 

23  public;  and, 

24  WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco,  and  beyond,  have  the  right  to  know 

25  the  level  of  radiation  being  emitted  by  cell  phones  as  they  make  their  purchasing 

26  decisions;  and, 
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WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco  should  be  informed  of  any  steps  that 
can  be  taken  to  minimize  harm,  such  as  the  importance  of  using  head-sets  and  texting 
as  an  alternative  to  speaking  directly  into  the  phone;  now,  therefore,  be  it, 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends, 
as  a matter  of  highest  priority,  that  the: 

a.  City/County  adopts  legislation  requiring  that  retailers  of  cell  phones  provide  point- 
of-sale  information  on  SAR  values  and  information  on  safer  use.  The  SAR  value 
should  be  as  visible  to  the  consumer  as  the  price. 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
recommends  that  the  following  options  be  considered  for  action  in  the  future: 

b.  Federal  Government  conduct  a public  review  of  cell  phone  safety  standards  and 
revise  them  based  on  peer-reviewed  independent  science,  including  the  potential 
effects  on  children  and  the  effects  of  long-term  use,  and  consider  a ban  on  cell 
phone  advertising  aimed  at  children. 

c.  State  of  California  and  the  Federal  Government  adopt  legislation  that  requires 
warning  labels  be  placed  on  all  cell  phone  packaging  regarding  exposure  to 
radiation,  especially  for  children. 

d.  City/County  work  closely  with  the  School  District  to  educate  students,  parents, 
caregivers  and  teachers  about  cell  phone  radiation  and  the  importance  of 
appropriate  use  of  cell  phones  including:  limiting  their  use  to  emergencies,  use  of 
a headset,  and  keeping  the  phone  away  from  the  child’s  body  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible. 

e.  City/County  work  closely  with  the  School  District  to  prohibit  the  distribution  of  cell 
phone  promotional  materials  and  the  use  of  cell  phones  as  part  of  the  curriculum 
especially  for  elementary  schools. 
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f.  City/County  explore  ways  to  encourage  cell  phone  companies  to  develop 
technologies,  products,  and  educational  programs  that  facilitate  the  safest 
possible  use  of  cell  phones. 

g Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Department  of 

Technology,  under  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  require  that  cell 
phones  purchased  by  City  Departments  minimize  SAR  values  and  come  with  a 
headset  when  necessary  and  educational  materials  on  minimizing  exposure  to 
radiation. 

h.  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  initiate  an  educational  campaign  that 
includes  a web  page  to  help  consumers  identify  low  SAR  value  phones  and 
protective  measures  to  reduce  exposure  to  cell  phone  radiation. 

I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  approved  at  the  Commission  on 
the  Environment’s  Meeting  on  January  26,  2010. 

V?4f L 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
Vote:  Approved  (5-1)  (1  Absent) 

Ayes:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald 
Noes:  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr. 

Absent:  Commissioner  King 
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[Bag  Reuse] 


FEB  - 2 2010 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  OF  THE  CITY 


AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  SUPPORT  LEGISLATION  THAT 


PROMOTES  THE  REUSE  OF  CARRYOUT  BAGS. 


WHEREAS,  All  types  of  bags  (1)  use  increasingly  scarce  resources,  including 
energy,  (2)  create  pollution  from  production,  and  (3)  paper  bags  improperly  sent 
to  landfill  even  if  made  from  100%  recycled  content  will  produce  greenhouse 
gases  and  take  up  unnecessary  space;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Source  reduction  and  reuse  consume  less  resources  and  create 
less  pollution  than  recycling;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Greater  reuse  of  carryout  bags  will  significantly  promote  the 
conservation  of  resources  and  energy  and  reduce  pollution  by  lessening  the 
demand  for  producing  more  bags;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Bags  provided  for  free  at  checkout  are  usually  perceived  as 
disposable  products  being  used  on  average  for  just  a few  minutes,  thereby 
creating  an  impediment  to  increasing  bag  reuse;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Many  reusable  bags  are  machine  washable  and  made  of  durable 
strong  fabric  that  will  last  many  years  and  avoid  the  use  of  thousands  of 
disposable  bags;  and, 

WHEREAS,  There  is  current  state  and  local  legislation  proposed  that  would 
encourage  reuse  of  bags  by  either  requiring  a significant  fee  paid  by  customers 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  OOI-IO-COE 


1 on  all  checkout  bags  provided  by  stores/and  or  a rebate  respectively;  now, 

2 therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and 

4 Board  of  Supervisors  to  support  state  and  local  legislation  that  encourages 

5 customers  to  get  in  the  habit  of  bringing  and  reusing  their  own  bags  in  order  to 

6 assure  bag  reuse  and  overall  bag  reduction. 

I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  approved  at  the  Commission  on 

8 the  Environment’s  Meeting  on  January  26,  2010. 

9 

10  

1 1 Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

12  Vote:  Approved  (5-1 ) (1  Absent) 

13  Ayes:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok,  Tuchow  and  Wald 

14  Noes:  None 

15  Absent:  Commissioners  King  and  Pelosi  Jr. 
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PIER  ONE,  THE  EMBARCADERO 
CONFERENCE  ROOM  BAYSIDE  1-3 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94111 


The  Commission  on  the  Environment  will  be  holding  a SPECIAL  MEETING 
RETREAT  on  THURSDAY,  FEBRUARY  25,  2010  from  9:30  a.m.  - 2:00  p.m. 
to  hear  an  informational  report  and  discuss  San  Francisco's  Environment  Now 
Program  and  Green  Jobs.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco, 

Pier  One,  The  Enibarcadero,  Conference  Room  Bayside  1-3,  San  Francisco, 

CA  941 11.  An  agenda  will  be  provided  at  least  72  hours  prior  to  the  meeting. 

Please  contact  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Commission  Secretary,  Monica 
Fish,  at  415-355-3709  or  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  if  you  would  like  to  be  placed  on 
the  agenda  list.  An  agenda  may  also  be  accessed  on  the  Commission  website 

http://www.sfenvironment.org  or  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004. 
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NOTICE  OF  SPECIAL  COMMISSION  MEETING  RETREAT  AGENDTOCUMENTS  DEPT 


THURSDAY,  FEBRUARY  25,  2010,  9:30  A.M.  - 2:00  P.M. 
PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  PIER  ONE 
CONFERENCE  ROOMS  BAYSIDE  1 - 3 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94111 


FEB  1 8 2010 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President),  Angelo 
King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

3.  San  Francisco’s  Green  Jobs  and  the  SF  Environment  Now!  Program.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

a.  Introduction.  Speakers--San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff,  Anne  Eng, 
Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  and  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising 
(9:30-9:45) 

b.  San  Francisco  Green  Jobs  Training  programs.  Speakers-Guillermo  Rodriquez,  Director,  City  Build, 
Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  and  Laurie  Bernstein,  Program  Manager, 
Goodwill  Industries  (9:45  - 10:15) 

c.  Discussion.  (10:15-11:00) 

d.  San  Francisco  Environment  Now!  Speakers-Donald  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator,  and  SF 
Environment  Now!  Staff  (1 1 :00-1 2:00) 

*12:00  P.M.  Luncheon  Break 


Reconvene 


4.  Continued  Discussion  on  San  Francisco’s  Green  Jobs  and  the  SF  Environment  Now!  Program. 

(Discussion) 

5.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

6.  Adjournment. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


* Luncheon : All  luncheon  Items  are  in  accordance  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  food 
policy. 


In 

cl 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  cl 

California  between  the  hours  of  9 a m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at  f 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/environment-commission  by  clicking  on  the  links  with 
each  agenda:  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. FishdcbsfQov. oro  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of 
this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  ( 

above.  j | 

t 

Public  Comment  I 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  ( 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  1 

item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  1 

the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  I 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  Retreat  will  be  held  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  Pier  One,  Conference  Room  Bayside  1-3,  San 
Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 . The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  Port’s  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west 
end  of  Pier  1 . There  are  two  public  entrances;  the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk 
entrance  on  the  south  apron.  Each  of  these  entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically  operated  door.  Both  entrances 
lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible  public  restrooms,  drinking  fountains,  payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first 
floor  near  the  main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port’s  offices  are  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking 
Signs)  identifying  all  primary  entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms  and  amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and 
assistive  listening  devices  will  be  available  in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 

The  closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero  located  at  Market  & Spear  Streets. 

Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are  the  F-Line,  9,  31,  32  and  71.  For  more  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services,  call  (415)  923-6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 

A)  3 spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  3 spaces  in  the  Pier  1/2  lot,  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero  between  the  Ferry  Building  and  Pier 
1 . This  lot  is  operated  by  valets  during  business  hours. 

C)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3 lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3 bulkhead  building  entrance 
on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located  on  the  pier  deck;  adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa 
Rosa. 

D)  Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway  Garage,  which  is 
bounded  by  Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance  is  on  Clay  St.  between  Battery  and 
Front  Streets.  There  is  no  high-top  van  parking. 

E)  Metered  street  parking  is  available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington  St.,  Folsom  St.  & Drumm  St. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the 
use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes, 
please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored, 
if  possible. 
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In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799 
(TTY). 

Know  Your  Rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils, 
and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that 
deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more 
information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at 
Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be 
obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at 
www.sfqov.org. 


Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02;  telephone  (41 5)  252-31 00,  fax  (41 5)  252-31 1 2,  web  site  at 
www.sfqov.org/ethics. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the 
official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written 
comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by 
5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time 
may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on 
both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Posted:  February  18,  2010 


Page  3 


SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


DAVID  ASSMANN 
Acting  Director 


\5 

2- 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
SPECIAL  RETREAT  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

MAR  1 9 2010 


THURSDAY,  FEBRUARY  25,  2010,  9:30  A.M. 
PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  PIER  ONE 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President), 
Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 


1 . Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Retreat  meeting  convened  at  9:55 
a.m.  Present:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and 
Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King 

2.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Kathy  Howard,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance  (GGPA)  in  alliance  with  SF  Ocean  Edge 
reported  on  Recreation  and  Park  Department’s  plan  to  build  a soccer  complex  in  Golden  Gate  Park 
behind  the  Beach  Chalet  that  would  replace  the  current  grassy  meadow  with  a larger  artificial  turf  field, 
concrete  paths,  asphalt,  20-foot  high  fences,  and  add  intensive  60  ft.  tall  sports-field  lighting.  Ms. 
Howard  described  the  impacts  that  this  type  of  project  would  cause  and  requested  the  Commission’s 
support  of  GGPA’s  request  that  the  Planning  Department  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(EIR)  for  this  project.  She  stated  that  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  has  filed  an  appeal  to  the 
original  Categorical  Exemption  that  was  issued.  Ms.  Howard  included  a petition  in  the  Explanatory 
Document  requesting  that  the  Planning  Department  prepare  an  EIR  for  this  project.  (Explanatory 
Documents  “New  Soccer  Complex  to  Drastically  Alter  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean  Beach”  and 
Petition) 


Mr.  Steve  Suzuki,  Asian  Neighborhood  Design  stated  that  his  company  has  been  involved  with  the 
construction  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Eco  Center.  He  stated  that  Asian  Neighborhood 
Design  has  been  involved  in  Green  Jobs  training  programs  and  described  how  this  program  is  an 
opportunity  to  lift  people  out  of  poverty  and  provide  job  opportunities  in  this  current  recession  time.  He 
discussed  their  connection  working  with  Go  Solar  SF  in  placing  entry  level  people  into  jobs.  Mr.  Suzuki 
stated  that  he  appreciates  working  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  work  that  the 
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Department  and  City  are  doing  toward  this  effort  because  it  makes  a difference  in  people’s  lives.  It  is 
not  just  about  the  jobs,  it  is  about  changing  people’s  lives  and  changing  communities.  The  Green  Jobs 
program  has  an  environmental  justice  aspect  because  it  is  aimed  at  predominantly  the  Southeast 
Sector,  South  of  Market  and  Tenderloin  communities  where  poverty,  pollution,  and  waste  have  had  an 
impact  for  many  years.  He  stated  that  he  is  happy  to  be  part  of  the  Green  Jobs  effort  and  is  looking 
forward  to  additional  opportunities  to  work  with  the  Department  and  City. 

3.  San  Francisco’s  Green  Jobs  and  the  SF  Environment  Now!  Program,  (Information  and  Discussion) 
a.  Introduction.  Speakers--San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff,  Anne  Eng, 

Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  and  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising. 
(Explanatory  Document-Presentation) 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Commission  at  their  November  2008  Retreat  meeting  heard  a presentation 
and  discussed  San  Francisco’s  Green  Economy:  Green  Jobs,  Clean  Technology,  Green  Businesses 
and  Green  Buildings.  She  discussed  advancements  in  this  area  since  the  last  retreat  and  presented  on 
topics  that  include: 

• Background  of  San  Francisco’s  Labor  Force — Ms.  Eng  provided  labor  market  data  on  the 
difference  in  San  Francisco’s  labor  force  from  2008  to  2009  as  it  applies  to  employment  and 
unemployment  and  the  number  of  San  Francisco  residents  age  16  and  older  who  are  not  in  San 
Francisco’s  labor  force.  Figures  were  also  provided  for  the  California  and  United  States 
unemployment  rate.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  San  Francisco  also  supports  approximately  500,000  jobs 
for  commuters/residents  of  other  counties  that  figures  were  not  attained  for  and  should  be  counted 
in  the  data.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  there  is  a significant  increase  in  the  unemployment  rate  not 
only  for  local  residents  but  for  residents  of  other  counties. 

• Employment  Data  for  West  Bay-Counties  of  San  Francisco,  Marin  and  San  Mateo-Local 
Employment  by  Industry — difference  in  employment  data  from  December  2008  to  December 
2009  by  industry  (showing  gain  or  loss).  She  explained  that  there  has  been  a reduction  in  jobs  in 
all  industries  with  the  exception  of  Education  and  Health  Services.  This  data  does  not  include 
figures  for  those  that  are  out  of  the  workforce,  unable  to  work,  are  no  longer  registered  with  the 
State  Unemployment  Office,  and  no  longer  actively  looking  for  work,  so  the  difference  in  the 
unemployment  rate  is  much  higher  than  what  the  data  shows. 

Green  Jobs  in  San  Francisco  has  presented  hope  for  people  and  the  American  Recovery 
and  Reinvestment  Act.  Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  projected  growth  in  green  jobs  over  the  next 
decade  especially  in  the  Bay  Area.  The  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  (ARRA)  federal 
stimulus  funding  received  in  San  Francisco  helps  to  accelerate  the  transformation  of  the  local 
marketplace  to  a more  sustainable,  “greener”  economy.  The  ARRA  currently  provides  federal 
government  tax  cuts  and  allocates  funding  for  various  projects  in  California  that  includes  energy, 
environment  and  water  and  in  San  Francisco  for  energy  efficiency  projects,  creating  jobs,  and 
support  of  other  projects. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  spectrum  of  green  jobs.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  green  jobs 
are  dedicated  to  promoting  sustainability,  energy  efficiency,  and  zero  waste — there  are  22  job 
categories.  She  explained  that  there  has  been  a discussion  about  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  mission  to  green  the  entire  local  economy. 
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Ms.  Eng  and  Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed  the  2009-2010  Governmental  and  Non-Governmental 
Grants  Supporting  Energy  Efficiency,  Zero  Waste  and  Green  Jobs  in  San  Francisco  (see 
Explanatory  Document  for  a partial  list).  A description  was  given  on  foundation  funding  that 
agencies  are  receiving  to  work  on  projects,  funding  source,  and  project  description/target 
population.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  the  disposition  of  federal  stimulus  funding  requests 
that  the  Department  had  submitted.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  she  is  waiting  to  hear  about 
California  Energy  Commission  funding  for  the  integration  of  solar  and  energy  efficiency  projects. 

Mr.  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager,  reported  that  San  Francisco  was  involved  with  four  proposals,  all 
of  which  funding  was  recommended  for.  He  discussed  the  allocation  of  funds  to  the  Department 
and  other  City  departments  as  well  as  the  Bay  Area  and  provided  project  descriptions.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  Los  Angeles  County  submitted  a $75  million  request  to  the  federal 
government  for  various  projects  on  behalf  of  seven  counties  in  California  that  includes  San 
Francisco. 

Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  role  in  the  Green  Jobs  program 
and  how  it  fits  into  the  City’s  workforce  development  structure.  She  distributed  a draft  short  list  of 
environment-oriented  programs  in  San  Francisco  (see  Draft  paper  on  SF  based  programs).  She 
explained  that  decisions  are  being  made  on  how  to  allocate  stimulus  package  money  and  defining 
what  could  be  considered  a green-collar  job.  Millions  of  dollars  are  being  received  to  drive  the 
market  in  many  different  areas,  and  programs  are  being  coordinated  through  the  City’s  workforce 
development  structure.  She  explained  that  City  departments  have  been  hiring  people  through  the 
JobsNow  program  that  also  could  fit  into  the  definition  of  green  jobs.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed 
areas  in  the  short  list  that  the  Department  could  potentially  make  more  green-collar.  She  also 
discussed  the  requirement  to  implement  outreach  and  education  in  these  programs. 

b.  San  Francisco  Green  Jobs  Training  programs.  Speakers-Guillermo  Rodriquez,  Director,  City  Build, 
Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  and  Laurie  Bernstein,  Program  Manager, 
Goodwill  Industries  of  Marin,  San  Francisco  and  San  Mateo 

(Explanatory  Document:  San  Francisco  Green  Skills  Academy  Presentation)  Mr.  Guillermo  Rodriguez, 
Director  City  Build,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  (MOEWD)  discussed 
MOEWD’s  work  around  green  jobs/skills  and  the  effort  to  educate  more  San  Francisco  residents  to  take 
advantage  of  these  programs.  He  stated  that  the  Commission  in  November  2008  had  a discussion 
about  green  jobs  and  had  looked  at  what  the  marketplace  was  and  prospects  for  the  future.  Since 
then,  the  relationship  between  the  two  offices  have  grown  positively  to  work  collaboratively  to  use 
federal  and  local  dollars  to  create  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  residents  and  offer  employment. 

Mr.  Rodgriguez  described  the  context  of  MOEWD’s  policy  and  strategies  surrounding  green  jobs  and 
progress  so  far  and  explained  that  there  is  a three-point  strategy  on  green  jobs,  (1 ) work  that  the  City  is 
doing  collectively  around  developing  good  environmental  public  policy  (public  policies  that  help  drive 
the  marketplace);  (2)  the  effort  in  San  Francisco  to  attract,  sustain,  retain  and  grow  San  Francisco  local 
businesses  that  are  engaged  in  this  work  (through  surveys,  tax  incentives,  taking  advantage  of  City 
property,  looking  holistically  about  how  to  attract  and  grow  businesses),  and  (3)  assure  that  these 
employers  have  a pipeline  of  well  qualified  individuals  in  San  Francisco  that  can  do  the  work  that  these 
companies  are  demanding.  Mr.  Rodriguez  discussed  progress  to  date  on  the  GoSolar  SF  Workforce 
incentive  program  and  next  steps  and  “Greening”  the  CityBuild  Academy  curriculum  and  programs  (see 
handout). 
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(Explanatory  Document:  San  Francisco  Green  Skills  Academy  Presentation)  Ms.  Laurie  Bernstein, 
Goodwill  Industries  provided  an  overview  of  the  Green  Skills  Academy  (GSA),  its  current  status  and 
work  ahead.  She  stated  that  she  will  be  managing  the  Green  Skills  Academy  along  with  Ms.  Kim  Fox, 
Director  of  Environmental  Programs.  She  stated  that  the  MOEWD  funded  Goodwill  to  build  the 
academy  and  serve  300  job  seekers  in  San  Francisco  from  now  through  June  201 1 and  will  serve  all 
levels  of  jobseekers.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  Goodwill  is  the  sector  coordinator  and  will  be  working 
with  collaborative  partners  on  orientation,  recruitment,  intensive  services,  job  readiness  training, 
vocational  training,  and  placement  and  retention.  Commissioners  Wald  and  Martin  discussed  the 
retention  and  attrition  rate  of  people  in  the  program.  The  plans  are  for  City  College,  SF  Clean  City  and 
Goodwill  to  administer  vocational  training  for  job  seekers. 

Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  in  addition  to  City  College  there  are  other  program  partners  that  include  the 
Clean  Cities  Coalition  that  offers  a recycling  training  program  designed  for  entry  level  workers  and 
Goodwill  that  will  offer  transportation  training.  She  stated  that  Goodwill  is  trying  to  align  with  employers 
for  guidance  and  expertise  so  that  people  in  the  program  could  be  trained  to  offer  the  services  that 
employers  may  want.  There  is  a Green  Committee  within  the  Workforce  Investment  Force  (WISF)  to 
inform  the  WISF  on  policy  initiatives  and  provide  general  guidance  on  the  green  sector  in  San 
Francisco  so  that  the  appropriate  tracks  and  curriculum  can  be  developed.  Goodwill  is  also  working 
with  SFWorks  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  on  future  opportunities  and  collaboration.  Ms. 
Bernstein  reported  on  timelines  for  the  first  orientation,  transportation  and  recycling  training,  and  City 
College  courses.  Contact  information  was  provided  for  suggestions  and  additional  questions. 

c.  Discussion. 

President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  these  programs  would  be  affected  by  funding  cuts  that  City  College 
is  experiencing  such  as  summer  school  program  cuts.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  she  does  not  believe 
there  is  a risk  at  this  time  and  explained  that  the  curriculum  was  intended  to  be  a semester  program, 
not  the  summer  program  that  is  at  risk.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  MOEWD  and  City  College  are  trying 
to  assess  leverage  opportunities  and  ensure  the  funding  stream.  City  College  and  CityBuild  have  been 
supportive  of  keeping  this  program  intact,  and  it  is  an  ongoing  conversation.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that 
there  is  an  effort  to  design  more  flexibility  and  to  add  courses  that  are  off  the  program  cycle  that  might 
be  compromised  because  of  funding  cuts.  President  Tuchow  suggested  that  a backup  plan  be 
prepared  in  case  there  is  an  issue  with  City  College  funding.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  discussions 
have  been  held  with  other  providers.  Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  grant 
that  may  be  available  to  pay  City  College  to  provide  training. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  was  a commitment  on  the  part  of  job  seekers  going  into 
the  program,  e.g.  sign  an  agreement  that  would  encourage  them  to  stay  with  the  program.  Ms. 
Bernstein  stated  that  job  seekers  sign  an  agreement  for  the  time  they  are  in  the  Goodwill 
Transportation  Academy  for  the  duration  of  the  vocational  training,  but  not  for  the  balance  of  the 
services — it  is  not  a contractual  agreement.  They  come  to  Goodwill  because  they  are  interested  in 
finding  a job.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  developing  a methodology  for  encouraging  people  to 
stay  with  the  program  for  its  duration  and  asked  if  there  is  an  emphasis  in  graduating.  Ms.  Bernstein 
stated  that  the  goal  is  employment.  The  program  attracts  people  that  are  not  successful 
independently— they  are  coming  to  Goodwill  to  seek  services.  Some  are  not  ready,  don’t  have  skills, 
and  don’t  have  the  level  of  commitment  to  make  it  through  the  program.  The  program  may  service 
people  multiple  times,  and  sometimes  people  come  back  when  they  are  ready.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated 
that  the  program  is  endeavoring  to  reach  all  sectors  of  job  seekers  to  motivate  them  through  a vision  of 
how  their  future  would  be  if  these  changes  were  made.  It  is  seeking  not  only  the  best  qualified,  but 
people  who  most  need  to  change  their  lives.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  may  be 
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more  applicants  than  space  available,  and  if  so,  if  people  enrolled  in  the  program  have  role  models 
available  to  them.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  all  programs  with  the  exception  of  the  transportation  model 
are  cohort  models. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  developing  a method  to  balance  tension  between  those  that  would  be 
employed  or  not.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  the  majority  of  resources  are  federal  workforce  dollars  that 
have  a formula  and  serve  dislocated  workers.  Goodwill  and  partners  have  a set  of  dollars  assigned  to 
dislocated  workers,  and  the  City  wants  to  work  with  the  at  risk  population  that  have  multiple  barriers  to 
employment  to  balance  those  aspects.  Ms.  Bernstein  explained  that  each  vocational  track  has  its  own 
prerequisite  and  at  least  one  track  will  be  open  to  all  levels  of  job  seekers. 

President  Tuchow  stated  that  it  should  be  clear  to  individuals  during  the  selection  process  that  it  is  an 
honor  for  them  to  receive  a grant  from  the  taxpayers  to  further  their  careers  and  that  they  should  take  it 
seriously.  The  taxpayers  are  investing  in  them  and  expect  them  to  invest  in  return.  He  suggested 
offering  a Certificate  to  individuals  who  have  completed  the  program.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if 
criteria  were  established  to  determine  who  would  be  most  likely  to  complete  the  program.  Ms. 

Bernstein  stated  that  there  is  an  assessment  process  that  includes  vocational  testing  and  an  interview. 
Setting  up  a contract  portion  could  be  looked  into  as  well. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  greening  other  sectors.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  a review  of 
greening  the  health  care  and  social  services  sector  is  being  done,  and  partners  are  being  sought. 

There  is  a conversation  about  the  curriculum  and  where  to  insert  green  practices.  The  City  is  also 
funding  other  non-profits  and  vocational  programs  that  present  opportunities. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  encouraged  interaction  with  the  federal  JobCorp  program  on  Treasure  Island  and 
suggested  incorporating  skills  such  as  teaching  people  how  to  set  an  alarm  clock  and  using  the  transit 
system.  Mr.  Rodriguez  concurred  and  discussed  the  importance  of  these  critical  skills  to  an  individual’s 
success. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Willy  Cooper,  Executive  Director,  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice,  invited  Commissioners  and 
staff  to  attend  the  April  grand  opening  of  the  Eco  Center  at  Herons  Head  Park.  He  stated  that  he  would 
like  to  involve  staff  from  the  Environment  Now  program  in  green  job  opportunities. 

Mr.  Eric  Smith,  Green  Depot,  discussed  his  involvement  with  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  green 
skills  biodiesel  training  and  the  SFRecycle  programs.  He  discussed  the  correlation  with  the 
EnvironmentNow/Jobs  Now  program  with  Black  History  month  and  history  that  is  being  made  through 
this  program.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  the  success  of  the  program  going  forward  would  depend  on 
partnerships  with  other  entities.  He  cited  the  example  of  PUC  partnerships  on  the  GreaseCycle 
program  and  its  success.  Mr.  Smith  also  discussed  the  idea  of  Business  Improvement  Districts  as  a 
way  to  fund  the  program  in  the  future. 

d.  San  Francisco  Environment  Now!  Speakers-Donald  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator,  and  SF 
Environment  Now!  Staff 

Mr.  Donny  Oliveira  reported  that  the  job  training  program  is  designed  to  help  all  sectors  of  job  seekers 
to  prepare  for  a future  in  the  green  economy.  He  explained  that  his  job  is  to  create  a mechanism  to 
create  environmental  stewards  and  diversity  through  a structured  education  system,  and  to  integrate 
the  Environment  Now  staff  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  ongoing  programs  and  staff.  Mr. 


3<? 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

February  25,  2010  Special  Retreat  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  6 


Oliveira  discussed  the  positive  impact  the  program  is  having  and  the  excitement  felt  by 
EnvironmentNow  program  staff.  He  explained  that  the  focus  is  on  communication  and  outreach  to  the 
community  to  communicate  a message  about  the  City’s  environmental  programs  and  bring  about 
awareness  and  behavior  change  toward  these  programs.  He  stated  that  the  team  is  being  trained 
through  a daily  curriculum  that  includes  repetition,  computer,  presentation  skills,  and  through  interaction 
and  support  from  Department  staff.  This  program  is  providing  people  an  opportunity  to  start  a new 
career  and  at  the  same  time  presenting  an  opportunity  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  have 
people  in  the  community  representing  their  programs. 

Mr.  Oliveira  described  the  team’s  programming  work  on  Zero  Waste,  Energy  Watch,  Urban  Forestry, 
Green  Business,  auditing  air  emissions,  motor  oil  recycling,  and  food  quality  assurance  in  the  southeast 
sector.  He  stated  that  there  is  an  effort  to  incorporate  additional  programming  in  the  Toxics  Reduction 
and  Clean  Air  program  areas.  There  is  over  40  program  staff  working  on  this  effort  and  three 
supervisors,  and  there  are  plans  to  add  additional  staff.  Mr.  Oliveira  described  challenges  that  the 
program  faces  such  as  lack  of  resources,  case  managers,  variation  in  age  and  experience  of  program 
staff,  counseling  services,  and  regulating  discipline  and  behavior,  but  also  described  the  many  positive 
aspects  that  he  and  program  staff  are  experiencing. 

President  Tuchow  commended  Mr.  Oliveira  for  implementing  such  a great  program  in  a short  time  with 
limited  supervisorial  resources.  He  inquired  about  future  possibilities  after  the  short  term  funding  for  the 
program  runs  out.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  program  provides  folks  with  skills  they  need  to  be  able  to 
find  a sustainable  job  in  a different  setting  beyond  the  grants  period.  President  Tuchow  inquired  if 
people  are  placed  in  different  groups  based  on  their  skill  set.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  people  are  put  in 
groups  according  to  their  skills  and  experience.  President  Tuchow  asked  what  was  being  done  to 
overcome  the  supervisorial  challenge.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  people  within  the  program  are  being 
identified  and  trained  as  team  leaders  to  take  on  supervisorial  duties.  President  Tuchow  asked  if  there 
were  other  resources  available  to  help  train  a management  team.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  Health 
Services  Agency  has  a training  program  and  leadership  curriculum  that  could  be  utilized. 

Commissioner  Wald  thanked  Mr.  Oliveira  for  setting  up  and  coordinating  the  program.  She  stated  that 
it  was  important  to  measure  the  success  of  the  team  and  to  make  the  program  public  in  order  to 
increase  awareness  of  what  the  Department  and  team  are  doing.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  stories, 
pictures,  and  group  activities  are  being  captured.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  holding  a graduation 
ceremony  for  when  people  complete  the  training.  President  Tuchow  asked  how  people  learn  and  get 
into  the  program.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  and  Mr.  Oliveira  discussed  the  process  as  it  relates  to  allocation  of 
federal  stimulus  funds,  Human  Services  Agency  eligibility  requirements  for  the  City  employment 
program,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  interview  process.  Ms.  Bernstein  discussed  Good 
Will  Industries  public  outreach  strategy. 

Mr.  Oliveira  introduced  Environment  Now  Program  staff  team  leaders  who  spoke  about  their 
involvement  in  the  program,  their  assigned  responsibilities,  and  the  change  it  made  in  their  lives. 
Department  staff  spoke  about  the  positive  impact  that  Environment  Now  staff  has  made  in  their 
program  areas. 

Mr.  Robert  Chatman,  who  was  one  of  the  first  hires  to  the  program,  discussed  the  evolvement  and 
growth  of  JobsNow  into  EnvironmentNow,  and  the  positive  changes  that  participation  in  the  program 
made  to  his  life,  his  family,  and  the  community. 
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Ms.  Raquel  Ruvalcaba  discussed  her  previous  employment,  her  involvement  with  the  motor  oil 
recycling  and  school  automobile  idling  programs,  and  the  positive  influence  these  programs  have  made 
to  the  community  and  in  her  life. 

Mr.  Donald  Britten  discussed  his  previous  business  venture  and  reported  on  his  work  with  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  and  community 
gardens  and  his  effort  to  plant  trees  in  the  Bayview  District.  He  thanked  program  staff  for  making  it 
possible  for  him  to  be  part  of  the  team. 

Ms.  Marie  Tongol  discussed  her  previous  employment  and  thanked  the  Jobs  Now  Environment  Now 
program  staff  for  providing  her  the  education  and  training  necessary  to  work  in  the  energy  efficiency 
program  with  businesses.  She  described  the  effectiveness  of  one-to-one  communication  in 
implementing  these  programs. 

Mr.  Lee  Williams  discussed  his  previous  work  experience  and  education  and  described  his  positive 
interview  experience  with  Department  staff.  He  described  his  involvement  and  excitement  about  doing 
outreach  for  the  composting  and  recycling,  energy  efficiency,  and  styrobusting  programs.  Mr.  Williams 
remarked  about  the  enthusiasm  Department  staff  have  for  their  jobs. 

Mr.  Paris  Jenkins  discussed  his  work  with  the  Zero  Waste  and  Styrofoam  programs  in  bringing 
awareness  to  businesses,  apartment  residents,  and  San  Francisco  State  University  on  recycling  and 
composting  programs.  He  discussed  his  life  experience,  learning  about  the  program,  and  the  positive 
effect  it  had  on  his  life.  Mr.  Jenkins  also  discussed  the  importance  of  making  the  environment  better 
and  making  younger  people  part  of  the  movement.  He  reported  that  he  works  with  Recology,  Sunset 
Scavenger  and  Golden  Gate  Recycling  in  providing  public  outreach  to  each  resident  to  make  sure  they 
have  recycling  and  composting  carts  and  surveying  their  habits.  The  afternoon  crew  does  outreach  to 
those  people  to  correct  any  habits  that  are  not  in  compliance  with  the  program.  He  reported  that  the 
commercial  Zero  Waste  program  would  be  starting  in  April  this  year. 

President  Tuchow  thanked  program  staff  for  their  terrific  work,  for  their  role  in  representing  the 
Department’s  programs,  and  for  bringing  awareness  of  Department  activities.  He  asked  what  program 
staff  felt  could  be  done  better  or  what  they  like  about  the  program.  Program  staff  presented  ideas  such 
as  providing  additional  educational  opportunities  to  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  students  at  all 
levels  on  composting  and  recycling  so  that  they  can  provide  the  same  message  to  parents,  providing 
“wake-up”  calls  about  sustainability,  and  outreach  through  computers.  Program  staff  felt  that  their 
involvement  in  these  areas  is  providing  an  opportunity  to  make  a difference  and  stated  their  desire  to 
extend  the  program.  Mr.  Williams  stated  that  he  believes  that  there  should  be  more  awareness  and 
outreach  about  the  potential  harm  of  cell  phone  radiation. 

12:00  P.M.  Luncheon  Break 
Reconvene 

4.  Continued  Discussion  on  San  Francisco’s  Green  Jobs  and  the  SF  Environment  Now!  Program. 

(Discussion) 

President  Tuchow  stated  that  he  would  like  the  Commission  and  Department  to  discuss  methods  to 
leverage  the  SF  JobsNow  program  since  it  is  a pilot  project  with  limited  funding.  If  the  program  is  essential 
to  Department  programs,  it  would  be  important  to  start  thinking  about  an  ongoing  sustainable  program. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  Congress  would  have  to  approve  the  federal  stimulus  funding 
extension  that  is  proposed,  and  if  that  happens,  the  program  could  be  extended  until  October  2011.  The 
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Oliveira  discussed  the  positive  impact  the  program  is  having  and  the  excitement  felt  by 
EnvironmentNow  program  staff.  He  explained  that  the  focus  is  on  communication  and  outreach  to  the 
community  to  communicate  a message  about  the  City’s  environmental  programs  and  bring  about 
awareness  and  behavior  change  toward  these  programs.  He  stated  that  the  team  is  being  trained 
through  a daily  curriculum  that  includes  repetition,  computer,  presentation  skills,  and  through  interaction 
and  support  from  Department  staff.  This  program  is  providing  people  an  opportunity  to  start  a new 
career  and  at  the  same  time  presenting  an  opportunity  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  have 
people  in  the  community  representing  their  programs. 

Mr.  Oliveira  described  the  team’s  programming  work  on  Zero  Waste,  Energy  Watch,  Urban  Forestry, 
Green  Business,  auditing  air  emissions,  motor  oil  recycling,  and  food  quality  assurance  in  the  southeast 
sector.  He  stated  that  there  is  an  effort  to  incorporate  additional  programming  in  the  Toxics  Reduction 
and  Clean  Air  program  areas.  There  is  over  40  program  staff  working  on  this  effort  and  three 
supervisors,  and  there  are  plans  to  add  additional  staff.  Mr.  Oliveira  described  challenges  that  the 
program  faces  such  as  lack  of  resources,  case  managers,  variation  in  age  and  experience  of  program 
staff,  counseling  services,  and  regulating  discipline  and  behavior,  but  also  described  the  many  positive 
aspects  that  he  and  program  staff  are  experiencing. 

President  Tuchow  commended  Mr.  Oliveira  for  implementing  such  a great  program  in  a short  time  with 
limited  supervisorial  resources.  He  inquired  about  future  possibilities  after  the  short  term  funding  for  the 
program  runs  out.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  program  provides  folks  with  skills  they  need  to  be  able  to 
find  a sustainable  job  in  a different  setting  beyond  the  grants  period.  President  Tuchow  inquired  if 
people  are  placed  in  different  groups  based  on  their  skill  set.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  people  are  put  in 
groups  according  to  their  skills  and  experience.  President  Tuchow  asked  what  was  being  done  to 
overcome  the  supervisorial  challenge.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  people  within  the  program  are  being 
identified  and  trained  as  team  leaders  to  take  on  supervisorial  duties.  President  Tuchow  asked  if  there 
were  other  resources  available  to  help  train  a management  team.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  Health 
Services  Agency  has  a training  program  and  leadership  curriculum  that  could  be  utilized. 

Commissioner  Wald  thanked  Mr.  Oliveira  for  setting  up  and  coordinating  the  program.  She  stated  that 
it  was  important  to  measure  the  success  of  the  team  and  to  make  the  program  public  in  order  to 
increase  awareness  of  what  the  Department  and  team  are  doing.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  stories, 
pictures,  and  group  activities  are  being  captured.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  holding  a graduation 
ceremony  for  when  people  complete  the  training.  President  Tuchow  asked  how  people  learn  and  get 
into  the  program.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  and  Mr.  Oliveira  discussed  the  process  as  it  relates  to  allocation  of 
federal  stimulus  funds,  Human  Services  Agency  eligibility  requirements  for  the  City  employment 
program,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  interview  process.  Ms.  Bernstein  discussed  Good 
Will  Industries  public  outreach  strategy. 

Mr.  Oliveira  introduced  Environment  Now  Program  staff  team  leaders  who  spoke  about  their 
involvement  in  the  program,  their  assigned  responsibilities,  and  the  change  it  made  in  their  lives. 
Department  staff  spoke  about  the  positive  impact  that  Environment  Now  staff  has  made  in  their 
program  areas. 

Mr.  Robert  Chatman,  who  was  one  of  the  first  hires  to  the  program,  discussed  the  evolvement  and 
growth  of  JobsNow  into  EnvironmentNow,  and  the  positive  changes  that  participation  in  the  program 
made  to  his  life,  his  family,  and  the  community. 
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Ms.  Raquel  Ruvalcaba  discussed  her  previous  employment,  her  involvement  with  the  motor  oil 
recycling  and  school  automobile  idling  programs,  and  the  positive  influence  these  programs  have  made 
to  the  community  and  in  her  life. 

Mr.  Donald  Britten  discussed  his  previous  business  venture  and  reported  on  his  work  with  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  and  community 
gardens  and  his  effort  to  plant  trees  in  the  Bayview  District.  He  thanked  program  staff  for  making  it 
possible  for  him  to  be  part  of  the  team. 

Ms.  Marie  Tongol  discussed  her  previous  employment  and  thanked  the  Jobs  Now  Environment  Now 
program  staff  for  providing  her  the  education  and  training  necessary  to  work  in  the  energy  efficiency 
program  with  businesses.  She  described  the  effectiveness  of  one-to-one  communication  in 
implementing  these  programs. 

Mr.  Lee  Williams  discussed  his  previous  work  experience  and  education  and  described  his  positive 
interview  experience  with  Department  staff.  He  described  his  involvement  and  excitement  about  doing 
outreach  for  the  composting  and  recycling,  energy  efficiency,  and  styrobusting  programs.  Mr.  Williams 
remarked  about  the  enthusiasm  Department  staff  have  for  their  jobs. 

Mr.  Paris  Jenkins  discussed  his  work  with  the  Zero  Waste  and  Styrofoam  programs  in  bringing 
awareness  to  businesses,  apartment  residents,  and  San  Francisco  State  University  on  recycling  and 
composting  programs.  He  discussed  his  life  experience,  learning  about  the  program,  and  the  positive 
effect  it  had  on  his  life.  Mr.  Jenkins  also  discussed  the  importance  of  making  the  environment  better 
and  making  younger  people  part  of  the  movement.  He  reported  that  he  works  with  Recology,  Sunset 
Scavenger  and  Golden  Gate  Recycling  in  providing  public  outreach  to  each  resident  to  make  sure  they 
have  recycling  and  composting  carts  and  surveying  their  habits.  The  afternoon  crew  does  outreach  to 
those  people  to  correct  any  habits  that  are  not  in  compliance  with  the  program.  He  reported  that  the 
commercial  Zero  Waste  program  would  be  starting  in  April  this  year. 

President  Tuchow  thanked  program  staff  for  their  terrific  work,  for  their  role  in  representing  the 
Department’s  programs,  and  for  bringing  awareness  of  Department  activities.  He  asked  what  program 
staff  felt  could  be  done  better  or  what  they  like  about  the  program.  Program  staff  presented  ideas  such 
as  providing  additional  educational  opportunities  to  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  students  at  all 
levels  on  composting  and  recycling  so  that  they  can  provide  the  same  message  to  parents,  providing 
“wake-up”  calls  about  sustainability,  and  outreach  through  computers.  Program  staff  felt  that  their 
involvement  in  these  areas  is  providing  an  opportunity  to  make  a difference  and  stated  their  desire  to 
extend  the  program.  Mr.  Williams  stated  that  he  believes  that  there  should  be  more  awareness  and 
outreach  about  the  potential  harm  of  cell  phone  radiation. 

12:00  P.M.  Luncheon  Break 

Reconvene 

4.  Continued  Discussion  on  San  Francisco’s  Green  Jobs  and  the  SF  Environment  Now!  Program. 

(Discussion) 

President  Tuchow  stated  that  he  would  like  the  Commission  and  Department  to  discuss  methods  to 
leverage  the  SF  JobsNow  program  since  it  is  a pilot  project  with  limited  funding.  If  the  program  is  essential 
to  Department  programs,  it  would  be  important  to  start  thinking  about  an  ongoing  sustainable  program. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  Congress  would  have  to  approve  the  federal  stimulus  funding 
extension  that  is  proposed,  and  if  that  happens,  the  program  could  be  extended  until  October  2011.  The 
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Commission  and  Department  should  also  be  working  on  ways  to  access  additional  resources  to  sustain  a 
Department  program  beyond  federal  funding.  A future  program  could  be  made  part  of  the  Department’s 
regular  outreach  program  and  be  part  of  the  regular  operating  budget.  He  discussed  the  potential  of  this 
type  of  program  being  included  as  part  of  the  rate  review  process  as  a funding  mechanism.  There  is  also  a 
potential  for  institutionalizing  a permanent  job  program  with  partners  the  Department  is  working  with  on  an 
ongoing  basis,  e.g.  Recology  on  zero  waste  education,  PG&E  on  energy  efficiency  outreach.  He 
discussed  transitioning  jobs  into  the  private  sector  and  requesting  funding  from  whomever  the  program 
benefits.  Mr.  Kevin  Drew,  Zero  Waste  Team,  suggested  looking  at  long-range  funding  through  a public- 
private  sector  entrepreneurial  partnership. 

President  Tuchow  inquired  if  the  Environmental  Justice  program  area  budget  could  support  this  effort  or  if 
addition  settlement  money  could  be  sought.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  described  the  difficulty  local  governments 
experience  acquiring  environmental  justice  funding,  but  stated  that  it  could  be  pursued.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated 
that  Environment  Now  program  staff  could  infiltrate  other  City  departments  to  provide  eco-literacy  training 
about  the  Department’s  programs  by  serving  as  an  outreach  mechanism  and  could  also  leverage  business 
partners.  Mr.  Drew  suggested  integrating  disaster  preparedness  emergency  awareness  programs  with  an 
outreach  program  to  prepare  homes  by  removing  toxics,  installing  solar,  etc.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that 
the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  California  Energy  Commission  could  be  contacted  to  fund 
outreach  and  education  programs.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  asking  the  Commissioners  for  help  in 
this  effort.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  a link  to  positive  changes  that  the  program  staff  makes  be 
communicated,  e.g.,  increase  in  diversion.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  metrics  have  been  set  up  for  Energy 
Watch  and  Zero  Waste  to  show  the  impact  being  made.  Commissioner  Mok  suggested  that  the  JobsNow 
program  be  incorporated  into  the  Department’s  outreach  program.  Ms.  Bernstein  suggested  organizing  a 
Green  Jobs  fair  as  a collaboration  between  non-profits  and  government  agencies  that  would  provide  the 
public  information  about  the  JobsNow  and  EnvironmentNow  program  activities.  She  stated  that  program 
staff  has  the  skills  and  they  know  how  to  present  those  skills  to  other  organizations. 

Ms.  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager,  inquired  how  Goodwill  finds  jobs  for  others.  Ms. 
Bernstein  explained  that  Goodwill  is  one  of  the  city’s  seven  One-stop  locations  and  through  workforce 
investment  dollars,  individuals  who  qualify  primarily  through  income  eligibility,  go  through  a certification 
process.  If  the  person  qualifies,  then  a set  of  services  that  includes  placement  and  retention  are  provided 
based  on  the  level  of  the  job  seeker.  She  suggested  that  Goodwill  begin  working  with  the  Department  now 
on  long-term  possibilities.  Goodwill  has  a business  engagement  team  that  will  be  divided  by  sector,  e.g. 
developing  opportunities  in  the  green  sector,  social  services,  health  care,  green  construction,  retail,  etc. 
industries,  and  with  the  assistance  of  the  Green  Skills  Academy,  is  actively  meeting  and  engaging  with 
employers  to  bring  them  into  the  program  and  talk  about  the  curriculum.  She  stated  that  the 
EnvironmentNow  staff  would  be  welcome  to  come  to  Goodwill  at  any  time  and  they  would  be  happy  to 
work  with  them  in  their  system.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  consulting  with  the  Los  Angeles  program 
to  see  what  they  have  identified.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  similarities  and 
differences  in  the  Los  Angeles  program.  President  Tuchow  suggested  creating  a cross-departmental 
working  group  to  identify  future  funding  sources.  Mr.  Drew  suggested  including  Goodwill  and  the  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  and  other  connected  agencies  into  that  conversation. 

President  Tuchow  discussed  a suggestion  made  by  program  staff  to  provide  outreach  to  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  students  and  to  assemble  students  in  the  Bill  Graham  auditorium  for  Earth 
Day.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  Department  does  have  a Public  Outreach  Education  team  that  works  in 
schools,  and  that  EnvironmentNow  staff  would  be  happy  to  work  with  them.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that 
the  Public  Education  team  has  a mascot,  curriculum,  and  sets  up  assemblies  to  teach  about  recycling  and 
composting.  She  stated  that  schools  do  have  accessibility  requirements  such  as  liability  and  fingerprinting. 
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Ms.  Rosenmoss  suggested  providing  outreach  education  services  to  after  school  programs  such  as  the 
YMCA  and  Beacon  Centers.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  SFUSD’s  cancellation  of  their  summer  programs  would 
leave  kids  unoccupied  and  could  present  an  opportunity  to  fit  in  a summer  program  in  environmental 
training.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  suggested  integrating  activities  into  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department’s 
summer  programs  or  attending  San  Francisco  Children  Youth  and  Their  Families  (DCYF’s)  fair  to  discuss 
summer  resources.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  he  would  be  speaking  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
on  future  possibilities. 

President  Tuchow  inquired  what  the  Department’s  role  is  in  green  jobs  throughout  City  departments.  Ms. 
Eng  suggested  reviewing  the  funding  sources  chart  for  additional  information  on  other  City  department 
programs.  She  stated  that  there  is  a need  for  better  communication  and  coordination  in  order  to  work 
together.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  there  are  advisory  and  business  councils  being  established  that  the 
Department  and  the  non-profit  sector  could  participate  in.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  the  Department 
drives  the  market  and  would  have  to  be  able  to  connect  people  to  the  workforce  development 
infrastructure.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  can  provide  environmental  training 
and  outreach  to  other  departments  and  for  people  who  want  to  attain  skills  and  use  them  either  in  the 
Department  or  elsewhere,  but  that  it  would  not  be  the  role  of  the  Department  to  do  job  placement.  Fie 
stated  that  outreach  is  always  needed  in  Department  program  areas. 

Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  value  in  providing  integrity  and  reality 
about  recycling,  composting,  what  happens  if  oil  is  not  recycled  and  can  provide  a degree  of  education  for 
the  private  sector  to  expand  what  is  being  done.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  there  is  a potential  to  work  with 
other  City  department  and  let  them  know  that  there  are  employment  opportunities  for  green  jobs. 

President  Tuchow  asked  to  define  what  greens  jobs  are  and  the  Department’s  role  in  providing 
environmental  training.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed  public  service  training  job  classifications  that  would 
receive  environmental  training.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Department  can  move  the  marketplace  and 
described  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  area’s  effort  to  help  define  what  a green  janitor  is  through  the 
Green  Business  Program.  She  stated  that  by  choosing  a new  sector  to  work  with  such  as  janitorial 
services,  you  could  create  what  a green  janitorial  service  is,  find  the  companies  that  are  interested,  train 
them,  then  have  green  jobs  creation  and  greening  of  existing  jobs. 

President  Tuchow  stated  that  discussions  should  continue  about  future  recommendations  for  sustainability 
of  the  program.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  his  intention  would  be  to  either  start  a Committee  or 
hold  discussions  during  senior  staff  meetings  to  address  future  steps.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  from  her 
perspective,  most  important  would  be  the  ability  to  drive  policy  which  will  drive  behaviors,  then  businesses 
will  follow,  which  would  translate  into  jobs.  She  stated  that  the  Department  has  the  ability  to  see  the  big 
picture  and  could  guide  where  Goodwill  should  be  involved  and  assist  in  what  markets  to  pursue. 

President  Tuchow  thanked  everyone  for  their  participation  and  stated  that  additional  discussions  would  be 
held  on  how  to  keep  the  program  sustainable  going  forward  and  reaching  out  to  businesses  in  the 
community  that  would  want  to  play  a role. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Smith  thanked  the  Commission  for  holding  the  retreat. 

5.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

6.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Retreat  adjourned  at  1:32  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by,  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
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ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Retreat  meeting  convened  at  9:55 
a.m.  Present:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and 
Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King 

2.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Kathy  Howard,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance  (GGPA)  in  alliance  with  SF  Ocean  Edge 
reported  on  Recreation  and  Park  Department’s  plan  to  build  a soccer  complex  in  Golden  Gate  Park 
behind  the  Beach  Chalet  that  would  replace  the  current  grassy  meadow  with  a larger  artificial  turf  field, 
concrete  paths,  asphalt,  20-foot  high  fences,  and  add  intensive  60  ft.  tall  sports-field  lighting.  Ms. 
Howard  described  the  impacts  that  this  type  of  project  would  cause  and  requested  the  Commission’s 
support  of  GGPA’s  request  that  the  Planning  Department  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(EIR)  for  this  project.  She  stated  that  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  has  filed  an  appeal  to  the 
original  Categorical  Exemption  that  was  issued.  Ms.  Howard  included  a petition  in  the  Explanatory 
Document  requesting  that  the  Planning  Department  prepare  an  EIR  for  this  project.  (Explanatory 
Documents  “New  Soccer  Complex  to  Drastically  Alter  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean  Beach”  and 
Petition) 

Mr.  Steve  Suzuki,  Asian  Neighborhood  Design  stated  that  his  company  has  been  involved  with  the 
construction  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Eco  Center.  He  stated  that  Asian  Neighborhood 
Design  has  been  involved  in  Green  Jobs  training  programs  and  described  how  this  program  is  an 
opportunity  to  lift  people  out  of  poverty  and  provide  job  opportunities  in  this  current  recession  time.  He 
discussed  their  connection  working  with  Go  Solar  SF  in  placing  entry  level  people  into  jobs.  Mr.  Suzuki 
stated  that  he  appreciates  working  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  work  that  the 
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Department  and  City  are  doing  toward  this  effort  because  it  makes  a difference  in  people’s  lives.  It  is 
not  just  about  the  jobs,  it  is  about  changing  people’s  lives  and  changing  communities.  The  Green  Jobs 
program  has  an  environmental  justice  aspect  because  it  is  aimed  at  predominantly  the  Southeast 
Sector,  South  of  Market  and  Tenderloin  communities  where  poverty,  pollution,  and  waste  have  had  an 
impact  for  many  years.  He  stated  that  he  is  happy  to  be  part  of  the  Green  Jobs  effort  and  is  looking 
forward  to  additional  opportunities  to  work  with  the  Department  and  City. 

3.  San  Francisco’s  Green  Jobs  and  the  SF  Environment  Now!  Program,  (Information  and  Discussion) 
a.  Introduction.  Speakers--San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff,  Anne  Eng, 

Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  and  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising. 
(Explanatory  Document-Presentation) 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Commission  at  their  November  2008  Retreat  meeting  heard  a presentation 
and  discussed  San  Francisco’s  Green  Economy:  Green  Jobs,  Clean  Technology,  Green  Businesses 
and  Green  Buildings.  She  discussed  advancements  in  this  area  since  the  last  retreat  and  presented  on 
topics  that  include: 

• Background  of  San  Francisco’s  Labor  Force— Ms.  Eng  provided  labor  market  data  on  the 
difference  in  San  Francisco’s  labor  force  from  2008  to  2009  as  it  applies  to  employment  and 
unemployment  and  the  number  of  San  Francisco  residents  age  16  and  older  who  are  not  in  San 
Francisco’s  labor  force.  Figures  were  also  provided  for  the  California  and  United  States 
unemployment  rate.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  San  Francisco  also  supports  approximately  500,000  jobs 
for  commuters/residents  of  other  counties  that  figures  were  not  attained  for  and  should  be  counted 
in  the  data.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  there  is  a significant  increase  in  the  unemployment  rate  not 
only  for  local  residents  but  for  residents  of  other  counties. 

• Employment  Data  for  West  Bay-Counties  of  San  Francisco,  Marin  and  San  Mateo-Local 
Employment  by  Industry — difference  in  employment  data  from  December  2008  to  December 
2009  by  industry  (showing  gain  or  loss).  She  explained  that  there  has  been  a reduction  in  jobs  in 
all  industries  with  the  exception  of  Education  and  Health  Services.  This  data  does  not  include 
figures  for  those  that  are  out  of  the  workforce,  unable  to  work,  are  no  longer  registered  with  the 
State  Unemployment  Office,  and  no  longer  actively  looking  for  work,  so  the  difference  in  the 
unemployment  rate  is  much  higher  than  what  the  data  shows. 

Green  Jobs  in  San  Francisco  has  presented  hope  for  people  and  the  American  Recovery 
and  Reinvestment  Act.  Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  projected  growth  in  green  jobs  over  the  next 
decade  especially  in  the  Bay  Area.  The  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  (ARRA)  federal 
stimulus  funding  received  in  San  Francisco  helps  to  accelerate  the  transformation  of  the  local 
marketplace  to  a more  sustainable,  “greener”  economy.  The  ARRA  currently  provides  federal 
government  tax  cuts  and  allocates  funding  for  various  projects  in  California  that  includes  energy, 
environment  and  water  and  in  San  Francisco  for  energy  efficiency  projects,  creating  jobs,  and 
support  of  other  projects. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  spectrum  of  green  jobs.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  green  jobs 
are  dedicated  to  promoting  sustainability,  energy  efficiency,  and  zero  waste — there  are  22  job 
categories.  She  explained  that  there  has  been  a discussion  about  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  mission  to  green  the  entire  local  economy. 
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Ms.  Eng  and  Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed  the  2009-2010  Governmental  and  Non-Governmental 
Grants  Supporting  Energy  Efficiency,  Zero  Waste  and  Green  Jobs  in  San  Francisco  (see 
Explanatory  Document  for  a partial  list).  A description  was  given  on  foundation  funding  that 
agencies  are  receiving  to  work  on  projects,  funding  source,  and  project  description/target 
population.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  the  disposition  of  federal  stimulus  funding  requests 
that  the  Department  had  submitted.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  she  is  waiting  to  hear  about 
California  Energy  Commission  funding  for  the  integration  of  solar  and  energy  efficiency  projects. 

Mr.  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager,  reported  that  San  Francisco  was  involved  with  four  proposals,  all 
of  which  funding  was  recommended  for.  He  discussed  the  allocation  of  funds  to  the  Department 
and  other  City  departments  as  well  as  the  Bay  Area  and  provided  project  descriptions.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  Los  Angeles  County  submitted  a $75  million  request  to  the  federal 
government  for  various  projects  on  behalf  of  seven  counties  in  California  that  includes  San 
Francisco. 

Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  role  in  the  Green  Jobs  program 
and  how  it  fits  into  the  City’s  workforce  development  structure.  She  distributed  a draft  short  list  of 
environment-oriented  programs  in  San  Francisco  (see  Draft  paper  on  SF  based  programs).  She 
explained  that  decisions  are  being  made  on  how  to  allocate  stimulus  package  money  and  defining 
what  could  be  considered  a green-collar  job.  Millions  of  dollars  are  being  received  to  drive  the 
market  in  many  different  areas,  and  programs  are  being  coordinated  through  the  City’s  workforce 
development  structure.  She  explained  that  City  departments  have  been  hiring  people  through  the 
JobsNow  program  that  also  could  fit  into  the  definition  of  green  jobs.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed 
areas  in  the  short  list  that  the  Department  could  potentially  make  more  green-collar.  She  also 
discussed  the  requirement  to  implement  outreach  and  education  in  these  programs. 

b.  San  Francisco  Green  Jobs  Training  programs.  Speakers-Guillermo  Rodriquez,  Director,  City  Build, 
Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  and  Laurie  Bernstein,  Program  Manager, 
Goodwill  Industries  of  Marin,  San  Francisco  and  San  Mateo 

(Explanatory  Document:  San  Francisco  Green  Skills  Academy  Presentation)  Mr.  Guillermo  Rodriguez, 
Director  City  Build,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  (MOEWD)  discussed 
MOEWD’s  work  around  green  jobs/skills  and  the  effort  to  educate  more  San  Francisco  residents  to  take 
advantage  of  these  programs.  He  stated  that  the  Commission  in  November  2008  had  a discussion 
about  green  jobs  and  had  looked  at  what  the  marketplace  was  and  prospects  for  the  future.  Since 
then,  the  relationship  between  the  two  offices  have  grown  positively  to  work  collaboratively  to  use 
federal  and  local  dollars  to  create  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  residents  and  offer  employment. 

Mr.  Rodgriguez  described  the  context  of  MOEWD’s  policy  and  strategies  surrounding  green  jobs  and 
progress  so  far  and  explained  that  there  is  a three-point  strategy  on  green  jobs,  (1 ) work  that  the  City  is 
doing  collectively  around  developing  good  environmental  public  policy  (public  policies  that  help  drive 
the  marketplace);  (2)  the  effort  in  San  Francisco  to  attract,  sustain,  retain  and  grow  San  Francisco  local 
businesses  that  are  engaged  in  this  work  (through  surveys,  tax  incentives,  taking  advantage  of  City 
property,  looking  holistically  about  how  to  attract  and  grow  businesses),  and  (3)  assure  that  these 
employers  have  a pipeline  of  well  qualified  individuals  in  San  Francisco  that  can  do  the  work  that  these 
companies  are  demanding.  Mr.  Rodriguez  discussed  progress  to  date  on  the  GoSolar  SF  Workforce 
incentive  program  and  next  steps  and  “Greening”  the  CityBuild  Academy  curriculum  and  programs  (see 
handout). 
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(Explanatory  Document:  San  Francisco  Green  Skills  Academy  Presentation)  Ms.  Laurie  Bernstein, 
Goodwill  Industries  provided  an  overview  of  the  Green  Skills  Academy  (GSA),  its  current  status  and 
work  ahead.  She  stated  that  she  will  be  managing  the  Green  Skills  Academy  along  with  Ms.  Kim  Fox, 
Director  of  Environmental  Programs.  She  stated  that  the  MOEWD  funded  Goodwill  to  build  the 
academy  and  serve  300  job  seekers  in  San  Francisco  from  now  through  June  201 1 and  will  serve  all 
levels  of  jobseekers.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  Goodwill  is  the  sector  coordinator  and  will  be  working 
with  collaborative  partners  on  orientation,  recruitment,  intensive  services,  job  readiness  training, 
vocational  training,  and  placement  and  retention.  Commissioners  Wald  and  Martin  discussed  the 
retention  and  attrition  rate  of  people  in  the  program.  The  plans  are  for  City  College,  SF  Clean  City  and 
Goodwill  to  administer  vocational  training  for  job  seekers. 

Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  in  addition  to  City  College  there  are  other  program  partners  that  include  the 
Clean  Cities  Coalition  that  offers  a recycling  training  program  designed  for  entry  level  workers  and 
Goodwill  that  will  offer  transportation  training.  She  stated  that  Goodwill  is  trying  to  align  with  employers 
for  guidance  and  expertise  so  that  people  in  the  program  could  be  trained  to  offer  the  services  that 
employers  may  want.  There  is  a Green  Committee  within  the  Workforce  Investment  Force  (WISF)  to 
inform  the  WISF  on  policy  initiatives  and  provide  general  guidance  on  the  green  sector  in  San 
Francisco  so  that  the  appropriate  tracks  and  curriculum  can  be  developed.  Goodwill  is  also  working 
with  SFWorks  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  on  future  opportunities  and  collaboration.  Ms. 
Bernstein  reported  on  timelines  for  the  first  orientation,  transportation  and  recycling  training,  and  City 
College  courses.  Contact  information  was  provided  for  suggestions  and  additional  questions. 

c.  Discussion. 

President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  these  programs  would  be  affected  by  funding  cuts  that  City  College 
is  experiencing  such  as  summer  school  program  cuts.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  she  does  not  believe 
there  is  a risk  at  this  time  and  explained  that  the  curriculum  was  intended  to  be  a semester  program, 
not  the  summer  program  that  is  at  risk.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  MOEWD  and  City  College  are  trying 
to  assess  leverage  opportunities  and  ensure  the  funding  stream.  City  College  and  CityBuild  have  been 
supportive  of  keeping  this  program  intact,  and  it  is  an  ongoing  conversation.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that 
there  is  an  effort  to  design  more  flexibility  and  to  add  courses  that  are  off  the  program  cycle  that  might 
be  compromised  because  of  funding  cuts.  President  Tuchow  suggested  that  a backup  plan  be 
prepared  in  case  there  is  an  issue  with  City  College  funding.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  discussions 
have  been  held  with  other  providers.  Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  grant 
that  may  be  available  to  pay  City  College  to  provide  training. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  was  a commitment  on  the  part  of  job  seekers  going  into 
the  program,  e.g.  sign  an  agreement  that  would  encourage  them  to  stay  with  the  program.  Ms. 
Bernstein  stated  that  job  seekers  sign  an  agreement  for  the  time  they  are  in  the  Goodwill 
Transportation  Academy  for  the  duration  of  the  vocational  training,  but  not  for  the  balance  of  the 
services — it  is  not  a contractual  agreement.  They  come  to  Goodwill  because  they  are  interested  in 
finding  a job.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  developing  a methodology  for  encouraging  people  to 
stay  with  the  program  for  its  duration  and  asked  if  there  is  an  emphasis  in  graduating.  Ms.  Bernstein 
stated  that  the  goal  is  employment.  The  program  attracts  people  that  are  not  successful 
independently — they  are  coming  to  Goodwill  to  seek  services.  Some  are  not  ready,  don’t  have  skills, 
and  don’t  have  the  level  of  commitment  to  make  it  through  the  program.  The  program  may  service 
people  multiple  times,  and  sometimes  people  come  back  when  they  are  ready.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated 
that  the  program  is  endeavoring  to  reach  all  sectors  of  job  seekers  to  motivate  them  through  a vision  of 
how  their  future  would  be  if  these  changes  were  made.  It  is  seeking  not  only  the  best  qualified,  but 
people  who  most  need  to  change  their  lives.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  may  be 
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more  applicants  than  space  available,  and  if  so,  if  people  enrolled  in  the  program  have  role  models 
available  to  them.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  all  programs  with  the  exception  of  the  transportation  model 
are  cohort  models. 

Commissioner  Wald  suggested  developing  a method  to  balance  tension  between  those  that  would  be 
employed  or  not.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  the  majority  of  resources  are  federal  workforce  dollars  that 
have  a formula  and  serve  dislocated  workers.  Goodwill  and  partners  have  a set  of  dollars  assigned  to 
dislocated  workers,  and  the  City  wants  to  work  with  the  at  risk  population  that  have  multiple  barriers  to 
employment  to  balance  those  aspects.  Ms.  Bernstein  explained  that  each  vocational  track  has  its  own 
prerequisite  and  at  least  one  track  will  be  open  to  all  levels  of  job  seekers. 

President  Tuchow  stated  that  it  should  be  clear  to  individuals  during  the  selection  process  that  it  is  an 
honor  for  them  to  receive  a grant  from  the  taxpayers  to  further  their  careers  and  that  they  should  take  it 
seriously.  The  taxpayers  are  investing  in  them  and  expect  them  to  invest  in  return.  He  suggested 
offering  a Certificate  to  individuals  who  have  completed  the  program.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if 
criteria  were  established  to  determine  who  would  be  most  likely  to  complete  the  program.  Ms. 

Bernstein  stated  that  there  is  an  assessment  process  that  includes  vocational  testing  and  an  interview. 
Setting  up  a contract  portion  could  be  looked  into  as  well. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  greening  other  sectors.  Mr.  Rodriguez  stated  that  a review  of 
greening  the  health  care  and  social  services  sector  is  being  done,  and  partners  are  being  sought. 

There  is  a conversation  about  the  curriculum  and  where  to  insert  green  practices.  The  City  is  also 
funding  other  non-profits  and  vocational  programs  that  present  opportunities. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  encouraged  interaction  with  the  federal  JobCorp  program  on  Treasure  Island  and 
suggested  incorporating  skills  such  as  teaching  people  how  to  set  an  alarm  clock  and  using  the  transit 
system.  Mr.  Rodriguez  concurred  and  discussed  the  importance  of  these  critical  skills  to  an  individual’s 
success. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Willy  Cooper,  Executive  Director,  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice,  invited  Commissioners  and 
staff  to  attend  the  April  grand  opening  of  the  Eco  Center  at  Herons  Head  Park.  He  stated  that  he  would 
like  to  involve  staff  from  the  Environment  Now  program  in  green  job  opportunities. 

Mr.  Eric  Smith,  Green  Depot,  discussed  his  involvement  with  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  green 
skills  biodiesel  training  and  the  SFRecycle  programs.  He  discussed  the  correlation  with  the 
EnvironmentNow/Jobs  Now  program  with  Black  History  month  and  history  that  is  being  made  through 
this  program.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  the  success  of  the  program  going  forward  would  depend  on 
partnerships  with  other  entities.  He  cited  the  example  of  PUC  partnerships  on  the  GreaseCycle 
program  and  its  success.  Mr.  Smith  also  discussed  the  idea  of  Business  Improvement  Districts  as  a 
way  to  fund  the  program  in  the  future. 

d.  San  Francisco  Environment  Now!  Speakers-Donald  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator,  and  SF 
Environment  Now!  Staff 

Mr.  Donny  Oliveira  reported  that  the  job  training  program  is  designed  to  help  all  sectors  of  job  seekers 
to  prepare  for  a future  in  the  green  economy.  He  explained  that  his  job  is  to  create  a mechanism  to 
create  environmental  stewards  and  diversity  through  a structured  education  system,  and  to  integrate 
the  Environment  Now  staff  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  ongoing  programs  and  staff.  Mr. 
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Oliveira  discussed  the  positive  impact  the  program  is  having  and  the  excitement  felt  by 
EnvironmentNow  program  staff.  He  explained  that  the  focus  is  on  communication  and  outreach  to  the 
community  to  communicate  a message  about  the  City’s  environmental  programs  and  bring  about 
awareness  and  behavior  change  toward  these  programs.  He  stated  that  the  team  is  being  trained 
through  a daily  curriculum  that  includes  repetition,  computer,  presentation  skills,  and  through  interaction 
and  support  from  Department  staff.  This  program  is  providing  people  an  opportunity  to  start  a new 
career  and  at  the  same  time  presenting  an  opportunity  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  have 
people  in  the  community  representing  their  programs. 

Mr.  Oliveira  described  the  team’s  programming  work  on  Zero  Waste,  Energy  Watch,  Urban  Forestry, 
Green  Business,  auditing  air  emissions,  motor  oil  recycling,  and  food  quality  assurance  in  the  southeast 
sector.  He  stated  that  there  is  an  effort  to  incorporate  additional  programming  in  the  Toxics  Reduction 
and  Clean  Air  program  areas.  There  is  over  40  program  staff  working  on  this  effort  and  three 
supervisors,  and  there  are  plans  to  add  additional  staff.  Mr.  Oliveira  described  challenges  that  the 
program  faces  such  as  lack  of  resources,  case  managers,  variation  in  age  and  experience  of  program 
staff,  counseling  services,  and  regulating  discipline  and  behavior,  but  also  described  the  many  positive 
aspects  that  he  and  program  staff  are  experiencing. 

President  Tuchow  commended  Mr.  Oliveira  for  implementing  such  a great  program  in  a short  time  with 
limited  supervisorial  resources.  He  inquired  about  future  possibilities  after  the  short  term  funding  for  the 
program  runs  out.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  program  provides  folks  with  skills  they  need  to  be  able  to 
find  a sustainable  job  in  a different  setting  beyond  the  grants  period.  President  Tuchow  inquired  if 
people  are  placed  in  different  groups  based  on  their  skill  set.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  people  are  put  in 
groups  according  to  their  skills  and  experience.  President  Tuchow  asked  what  was  being  done  to 
overcome  the  supervisorial  challenge.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  people  within  the  program  are  being 
identified  and  trained  as  team  leaders  to  take  on  supervisorial  duties.  President  Tuchow  asked  if  there 
were  other  resources  available  to  help  train  a management  team.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  Health 
Services  Agency  has  a training  program  and  leadership  curriculum  that  could  be  utilized. 

Commissioner  Wald  thanked  Mr.  Oliveira  for  setting  up  and  coordinating  the  program.  She  stated  that 
it  was  important  to  measure  the  success  of  the  team  and  to  make  the  program  public  in  order  to 
increase  awareness  of  what  the  Department  and  team  are  doing.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  stories, 
pictures,  and  group  activities  are  being  captured.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  holding  a graduation 
ceremony  for  when  people  complete  the  training.  President  Tuchow  asked  how  people  learn  and  get 
into  the  program.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  and  Mr.  Oliveira  discussed  the  process  as  it  relates  to  allocation  of 
federal  stimulus  funds,  Human  Services  Agency  eligibility  requirements  for  the  City  employment 
program,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  interview  process.  Ms.  Bernstein  discussed  Good 
Will  Industries  public  outreach  strategy. 

Mr.  Oliveira  introduced  Environment  Now  Program  staff  team  leaders  who  spoke  about  their 
involvement  in  the  program,  their  assigned  responsibilities,  and  the  change  it  made  in  their  lives. 
Department  staff  spoke  about  the  positive  impact  that  Environment  Now  staff  has  made  in  their 
program  areas. 

Mr.  Robert  Chatman,  who  was  one  of  the  first  hires  to  the  program,  discussed  the  evolvement  and 
growth  of  JobsNow  into  EnvironmentNow,  and  the  positive  changes  that  participation  in  the  program 
made  to  his  life,  his  family,  and  the  community. 
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Ms.  Raquel  Ruvalcaba  discussed  her  previous  employment,  her  involvement  with  the  motor  oil 
recycling  and  school  automobile  idling  programs,  and  the  positive  influence  these  programs  have  made 
to  the  community  and  in  her  life. 

Mr.  Donald  Britten  discussed  his  previous  business  venture  and  reported  on  his  work  with  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  and  community 
gardens  and  his  effort  to  plant  trees  in  the  Bayview  District.  He  thanked  program  staff  for  making  it 
possible  for  him  to  be  part  of  the  team. 

Ms.  Marie  Tongol  discussed  her  previous  employment  and  thanked  the  Jobs  Now  Environment  Now 
program  staff  for  providing  her  the  education  and  training  necessary  to  work  in  the  energy  efficiency 
program  with  businesses.  She  described  the  effectiveness  of  one-to-one  communication  in 
implementing  these  programs. 

Mr.  Lee  Williams  discussed  his  previous  work  experience  and  education  and  described  his  positive 
interview  experience  with  Department  staff.  He  described  his  involvement  and  excitement  about  doing 
outreach  for  the  composting  and  recycling,  energy  efficiency,  and  styrobusting  programs.  Mr.  Williams 
remarked  about  the  enthusiasm  Department  staff  have  for  their  jobs. 

Mr.  Paris  Jenkins  discussed  his  work  with  the  Zero  Waste  and  Styrofoam  programs  in  bringing 
awareness  to  businesses,  apartment  residents,  and  San  Francisco  State  University  on  recycling  and 
composting  programs.  He  discussed  his  life  experience,  learning  about  the  program,  and  the  positive 
effect  it  had  on  his  life.  Mr.  Jenkins  also  discussed  the  importance  of  making  the  environment  better 
and  making  younger  people  part  of  the  movement.  He  reported  that  he  works  with  Recology,  Sunset 
Scavenger  and  Golden  Gate  Recycling  in  providing  public  outreach  to  each  resident  to  make  sure  they 
have  recycling  and  composting  carts  and  surveying  their  habits.  The  afternoon  crew  does  outreach  to 
those  people  to  correct  any  habits  that  are  not  in  compliance  with  the  program.  He  reported  that  the 
commercial  Zero  Waste  program  would  be  starting  in  April  this  year. 

President  Tuchow  thanked  program  staff  for  their  terrific  work,  for  their  role  in  representing  the 
Department’s  programs,  and  for  bringing  awareness  of  Department  activities.  He  asked  what  program 
staff  felt  could  be  done  better  or  what  they  like  about  the  program.  Program  staff  presented  ideas  such 
as  providing  additional  educational  opportunities  to  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  students  at  all 
levels  on  composting  and  recycling  so  that  they  can  provide  the  same  message  to  parents,  providing 
“wake-up”  calls  about  sustainability,  and  outreach  through  computers.  Program  staff  felt  that  their 
involvement  in  these  areas  is  providing  an  opportunity  to  make  a difference  and  stated  their  desire  to 
extend  the  program.  Mr.  Williams  stated  that  he  believes  that  there  should  be  more  awareness  and 
outreach  about  the  potential  harm  of  cell  phone  radiation. 

12:00  P.M.  Luncheon  Break 

Reconvene 

4.  Continued  Discussion  on  San  Francisco’s  Green  Jobs  and  the  SF  Environment  Now!  Program. 

(Discussion) 

President  Tuchow  stated  that  he  would  like  the  Commission  and  Department  to  discuss  methods  to 
leverage  the  SF  JobsNow  program  since  it  is  a pilot  project  with  limited  funding.  If  the  program  is  essential 
to  Department  programs,  it  would  be  important  to  start  thinking  about  an  ongoing  sustainable  program. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  Congress  would  have  to  approve  the  federal  stimulus  funding 
extension  that  is  proposed,  and  if  that  happens,  the  program  could  be  extended  until  October  2011.  The 
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Commission  and  Department  should  also  be  working  on  ways  to  access  additional  resources  to  sustain  a 
Department  program  beyond  federal  funding.  A future  program  could  be  made  part  of  the  Department’s 
regular  outreach  program  and  be  part  of  the  regular  operating  budget.  He  discussed  the  potential  of  this 
type  of  program  being  included  as  part  of  the  rate  review  process  as  a funding  mechanism.  There  is  also  a 
potential  for  institutionalizing  a permanent  job  program  with  partners  the  Department  is  working  with  on  an 
ongoing  basis,  e.g.  Recology  on  zero  waste  education,  PG&E  on  energy  efficiency  outreach.  He 
discussed  transitioning  jobs  into  the  private  sector  and  requesting  funding  from  whomever  the  program 
benefits.  Mr.  Kevin  Drew,  Zero  Waste  Team,  suggested  looking  at  long-range  funding  through  a public- 
private  sector  entrepreneurial  partnership. 

President  Tuchow  inquired  if  the  Environmental  Justice  program  area  budget  could  support  this  effort  or  if 
addition  settlement  money  could  be  sought.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  described  the  difficulty  local  governments 
experience  acquiring  environmental  justice  funding,  but  stated  that  it  could  be  pursued.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated 
that  Environment  Now  program  staff  could  infiltrate  other  City  departments  to  provide  eco-literacy  training 
about  the  Department’s  programs  by  serving  as  an  outreach  mechanism  and  could  also  leverage  business 
partners.  Mr.  Drew  suggested  integrating  disaster  preparedness  emergency  awareness  programs  with  an 
outreach  program  to  prepare  homes  by  removing  toxics,  installing  solar,  etc.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that 
the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  California  Energy  Commission  could  be  contacted  to  fund 
outreach  and  education  programs.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  asking  the  Commissioners  for  help  in 
this  effort.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  that  a link  to  positive  changes  that  the  program  staff  makes  be 
communicated,  e.g.,  increase  in  diversion.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  metrics  have  been  set  up  for  Energy 
Watch  and  Zero  Waste  to  show  the  impact  being  made.  Commissioner  Mok  suggested  that  the  JobsNow 
program  be  incorporated  into  the  Department’s  outreach  program.  Ms.  Bernstein  suggested  organizing  a 
Green  Jobs  fair  as  a collaboration  between  non-profits  and  government  agencies  that  would  provide  the 
public  information  about  the  JobsNow  and  EnvironmentNow  program  activities.  She  stated  that  program 
staff  has  the  skills  and  they  know  how  to  present  those  skills  to  other  organizations. 

Ms.  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager,  inquired  how  Goodwill  finds  jobs  for  others.  Ms. 
Bernstein  explained  that  Goodwill  is  one  of  the  city’s  seven  One-stop  locations  and  through  workforce 
investment  dollars,  individuals  who  qualify  primarily  through  income  eligibility,  go  through  a certification 
process.  If  the  person  qualifies,  then  a set  of  services  that  includes  placement  and  retention  are  provided 
based  on  the  level  of  the  job  seeker.  She  suggested  that  Goodwill  begin  working  with  the  Department  now 
on  long-term  possibilities.  Goodwill  has  a business  engagement  team  that  will  be  divided  by  sector,  e.g. 
developing  opportunities  in  the  green  sector,  social  services,  health  care,  green  construction,  retail,  etc. 
industries,  and  with  the  assistance  of  the  Green  Skills  Academy,  is  actively  meeting  and  engaging  with 
employers  to  bring  them  into  the  program  and  talk  about  the  curriculum.  She  stated  that  the 
EnvironmentNow  staff  would  be  welcome  to  come  to  Goodwill  at  any  time  and  they  would  be  happy  to 
work  with  them  in  their  system.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  consulting  with  the  Los  Angeles  program 
to  see  what  they  have  identified.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  discussed  similarities  and 
differences  in  the  Los  Angeles  program.  President  Tuchow  suggested  creating  a cross-departmental 
working  group  to  identify  future  funding  sources.  Mr.  Drew  suggested  including  Goodwill  and  the  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  and  other  connected  agencies  into  that  conversation. 

President  Tuchow  discussed  a suggestion  made  by  program  staff  to  provide  outreach  to  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  students  and  to  assemble  students  in  the  Bill  Graham  auditorium  for  Earth 
Day.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  the  Department  does  have  a Public  Outreach  Education  team  that  works  in 
schools,  and  that  EnvironmentNow  staff  would  be  happy  to  work  with  them.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that 
the  Public  Education  team  has  a mascot,  curriculum,  and  sets  up  assemblies  to  teach  about  recycling  and 
composting.  She  stated  that  schools  do  have  accessibility  requirements  such  as  liability  and  fingerprinting. 
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Ms.  Rosenmoss  suggested  providing  outreach  education  services  to  after  school  programs  such  as  the 
YMCA  and  Beacon  Centers.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  SFUSD’s  cancellation  of  their  summer  programs  would 
leave  kids  unoccupied  and  could  present  an  opportunity  to  fit  in  a summer  program  in  environmental 
training.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  suggested  integrating  activities  into  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department’s 
summer  programs  or  attending  San  Francisco  Children  Youth  and  Their  Families  (DCYF’s)  fair  to  discuss 
summer  resources.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  he  would  be  speaking  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
on  future  possibilities. 

President  Tuchow  inquired  what  the  Department’s  role  is  in  green  jobs  throughout  City  departments.  Ms. 
Eng  suggested  reviewing  the  funding  sources  chart  for  additional  information  on  other  City  department 
programs.  She  stated  that  there  is  a need  for  better  communication  and  coordination  in  order  to  work 
together.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  there  are  advisory  and  business  councils  being  established  that  the 
Department  and  the  non-profit  sector  could  participate  in.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  the  Department 
drives  the  market  and  would  have  to  be  able  to  connect  people  to  the  workforce  development 
infrastructure.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  can  provide  environmental  training 
and  outreach  to  other  departments  and  for  people  who  want  to  attain  skills  and  use  them  either  in  the 
Department  or  elsewhere,  but  that  it  would  not  be  the  role  of  the  Department  to  do  job  placement.  Fie 
stated  that  outreach  is  always  needed  in  Department  program  areas. 

Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  value  in  providing  integrity  and  reality 
about  recycling,  composting,  what  happens  if  oil  is  not  recycled  and  can  provide  a degree  of  education  for 
the  private  sector  to  expand  what  is  being  done.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  there  is  a potential  to  work  with 
other  City  department  and  let  them  know  that  there  are  employment  opportunities  for  green  jobs. 

President  Tuchow  asked  to  define  what  greens  jobs  are  and  the  Department’s  role  in  providing 
environmental  training.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  discussed  public  service  training  job  classifications  that  would 
receive  environmental  training.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Department  can  move  the  marketplace  and 
described  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  area’s  effort  to  help  define  what  a green  janitor  is  through  the 
Green  Business  Program.  She  stated  that  by  choosing  a new  sector  to  work  with  such  as  janitorial 
services,  you  could  create  what  a green  janitorial  service  is,  find  the  companies  that  are  interested,  train 
them,  then  have  green  jobs  creation  and  greening  of  existing  jobs. 

President  Tuchow  stated  that  discussions  should  continue  about  future  recommendations  for  sustainability 
of  the  program.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  his  intention  would  be  to  either  start  a Committee  or 
hold  discussions  during  senior  staff  meetings  to  address  future  steps.  Ms.  Bernstein  stated  that  from  her 
perspective,  most  important  would  be  the  ability  to  drive  policy  which  will  drive  behaviors,  then  businesses 
will  follow,  which  would  translate  into  jobs.  She  stated  that  the  Department  has  the  ability  to  see  the  big 
picture  and  could  guide  where  Goodwill  should  be  involved  and  assist  in  what  markets  to  pursue. 

President  Tuchow  thanked  everyone  for  their  participation  and  stated  that  additional  discussions  would  be 
held  on  how  to  keep  the  program  sustainable  going  forward  and  reaching  out  to  businesses  in  the 
community  that  would  want  to  play  a role. 


Public  Comment:  Mr.  Smith  thanked  the  Commission  for  holding  the  retreat. 


5.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

6.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Retreat  adjourned  at  1:32  p.m. 


Respectfully  submitted  by,  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
* Approved:  March  23,  2010 
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NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  BYLAWS  OF 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
TO  BE  ACTED  UPON  AT  THE  MEETING  OF  MARCH  23,  2010 


This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Charter  Section  4.104  and  Article  XI  - "Amendment  of 
Bylaws"  of  the  Bylaws  of  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  ("Commission")  which 
requires  circulation  of  proposed  amendments  in  writing  to  all  Commissioners  and  noticed  to  the  public  at 
least  ten  (10)  days  prior  to  Commission  approval.  The  Commission  proposes  to  amend  Bylaws  Article 
VII  - Committees,  Section  7:  Operations  Committee  to  change  its  meeting  location  from  1 1 Grove  Street 
to  San  Francisco  City  Hall,  Room  421,  as  follows: 

Article  VII  - Committees 


Section  7:  Operations  Committee 

The  Operations  Committee  shall  meet  on  the  third  Wednesday  of  January,  April,  July, 
and  October  at  5:00  p.m.  at  San  Francisco  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett 
Jr.  Place,  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  Operations  Committee  shall  have 
general  responsibility  for  the  budget,  financial  planning  and  operations  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment.  This  Committee  shall  work  with  the  Director  and  make  recommendations  to  the 
Commission  for  the  financial  well-being  and  effective  administration  of  the  Department’s 
programs  and  activities,  including  the  management  of  environmental  programs,  duties,  and 
functions  which  have  been  assigned  to  the  Department  pursuant  to  Section  4. 1 1 8 of  the  City 
Charter  or  by  ordinance.  This  Committee  shall  also  oversee  the  public  education  and  outreach 
to  the  community  on  environmental  issues  and  address  issues  regarding  the  environmental  well- 
being of  the  City. 

This  is  to  certify  that  the  above  notice  was  issued  on  March  2,  2010. 

nifivufo  Sk^ 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


Posted:  March  2,  2010 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393  E-mail:  MonicaFish@sfgov.org 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

NOTICE  OF  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
TUESDAY,  MARCH  23,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  416 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President),  Angelo 

King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  January  26,  2010  Commission  Regular  Meeting  and  February  25,  2010 
Commission  Retreat  Special  Meeting.  (Explanatory  Documents:  January  26,  2010  and  February  25, 
2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

4.  Approval  of  Resolution  supporting  requests  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance  and  the 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department’s  Major  Environmental 
Analysis  Unit  to  conduct  an  environmental  review  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  Project  at 
Golden  Gate  Park.  Speaker:  Mike  Lynes,  Conservation  Chair,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 
(Presentation  time:  5 minutes)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Policy  Committee  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-02- 
COE,  Golden  Gate  Preservation  Alliance  and  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  Informational  Documents  and 
Letters  of  Support)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

5.  Landfill  Search  Update.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Matt  Tuchow,  Speakers:  David  Assmann,  Deputy 
Director  (Presentation  Time:  5 minutes)  and  Thomas  Owen,  Deputy  City  Attorney  (Presentation  Time:  5 
minutes)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  for  Landfill  Disposal  Capacity;  Landfill 
RFP  Scoring  Reviews;  Memo  to  Commission  Landfill  Search  Chronology;  Request  for  Qualifications) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Update  on  the  progress  of  actions  taken  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Department  as  a 
result  of  the  Resolution  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  issue  of  Cell  Phone  Radiation.  Sponsor: 
President  Matt  Tuchow;  Speaker:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (Presentation 
Time:  10  minutes)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
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7.  Resolution  approving  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Integrated  Pest  Management’s  2010 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List.  Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Speakers:  Chris  Gieger,  Ph.D., 
Green  Purchasing  Program  Manager  (Presentation  Time:  5 minutes)  (Explanatory  Documents:  2010 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  and  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-04-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

8.  Resolution  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  to  change  the  meeting 
location  of  the  Operations  Committee  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  to 
City  Hall,  Room  421.  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  (Presentation  time:  5 minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-03-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Committee  Appointments.  Speaker:  President  Matt  Tuchow 

(Discussion  and  Action) 

10.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Review  of  the  agenda  for  the  April  21,  2010  meeting. 

11.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  February  22  and  March  8,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  April  12,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

12.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

13.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

14.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

16.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

18.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  May  25,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  at 
City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of9a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission's  website 
httos://sites.  google,  com/a/sfenvironment.  org/commission/environment-commission;(3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(o).sfaov. ora  within 
three  business  days  of  a meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to 
the  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at 


the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or 
will  be  made  available  at  the  Commission’s  website 

https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission  as  attachments  to  the 
agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at 
this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of 
the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members. 
Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree- 
free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and 
I the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the 
subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken 
following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three 
minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public 
will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the 
posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment, 
not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The 
Commission  meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center 
Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at 
Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside 
parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at 
401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses, 
multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other 
attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these 
individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on 
Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of 
the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
\ accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Fracisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions, 
boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This 
ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people’s  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of 
the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall, 
Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the 
Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at 
www.sfqov.org. 


Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be 
required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et. 
seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please 
contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415) 
252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at  www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  March  18,  2010 
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FILE  NO.  R-2010-02-COE  RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX  IO  COE 

1 [Support  Request  for  Preparation  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report] 

2 

3 Commission  on  the  Environment  support  of  the  requests  of  the  Golden  Gate 

4 Park  Preservation  Alliance  and  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  to  the  San 

5 Francisco  Planning  Department’s  Major  Environmental  Analysis  Unit  to  prepare  a 

6 Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields 

7 Project  at  Golden  Gate  Park. 

8 WHEREAS,  The  construction  of  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  project  in 

9 the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park  (“the  Project”)  will  increase  each  field’s 

10  area  to  league-playing  size,  and  this  area  will  be  changed  from  living  grass  to 

1 1 artificial  turf;  and, 

12  WHEREAS,  The  Project  will  also  install  additional  built  elements,  including 

13  sports-field  lighting  on  60-foot  poles,  paving  for  the  perimeter,  paths,  and  an 

14  enlarged  parking  lot,  20-foot  fencing,  bleachers,  and  a new  storage  building; 

15  and, 

16  WHEREAS,  The  Project  would  result  in  the  outright  loss  of  topsoil,  trees, 

17  shrubs,  and  meadow,  and  may  have  a negative  impact  on  the  remaining 

18  vegetation  in  the  immediate  area  as  well  as  compromise  the  windbreak  that 

19  protects  the  rest  of  Golden  Gate  Park;  and, 

20  WHEREAS,  The  Project  may  have  negative  impacts  on  wildlife  by  loss  of 

21  habitat,  decreased  acreage  of  vegetation,  interruption  of  the  wildlife  corridor,  and 

22  disruption  of  food  sources  in  the  Western  end  of  the  park;  and, 

23  WHEREAS,  The  project  may  be  inconsistent  with  the  transit-first  policy  of 

24  San  Francisco  by  increasing  parking,  by  increasing  traffic  to  a location  far  from 

25  public  transit  hubs,  and  by  introducing  a new  championship  field  that  will  attract 

26  players  and  spectators  from  a variety  of  distant  locations  that  require  driving; 

27  and, 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


1 


March  23,  2010 


FILE  NO.  R-2010-02-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-IO-COE 


1 WHEREAS,  The  project’s  use  of  artificial  turf  will  require  replacement  after 

2 its  10-year  life,  for  which  no  funding  has  been  identified  and  which  could  leave 

3 the  existing  horticulturally-viable  area  of  the  Park  barren  of  topsoil  and  therefore 

4 less  capable  of  supporting  plant  life  and  wildlife  habitat;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Ocean  Beach  and  Lands’  End  are  used  for  people’s 

6 enjoyment  of  the  sunset  and  night  sky  viewing,  and  the  additional  commercial 

7 lighting  with  the  resultant  fog  glow  may  have  a deleterious  impact  on  those  and 

8 other  activities;  and, 

9 WHEREAS,  An  EIR  provides  a thorough  public  exploration  of  the  impacts 

10  of  a project,  identifies  negative  consequences,  and  offers  productive  mitigations 

1 1 and  alternatives  which  can  result  in  the  most  environmentally  beneficial  approach 

12  to  the  project;  now,  therefore  be  it, 

1 3 RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  supports  the 

14  requests  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance  and  Golden  Gate 

15  Audubon  Society  for  the  Planning  Department  to  prepare  an  Environmental 

16  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Field  project,  with  the 

17  understanding  that  if  it  is  determined  that  a full  EIR  is  not  required  under  CEQA, 

18  any  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  shall  take  into  account  the  full  range  of 

1 9 possible  environmental  impacts  that  any  new  construction  of  soccer  fields  and 

20  related  infrastructure  and  vegetation  removal  could  have  on  the  environment, 

21  including  but  not  limited  to  the  potential  impacts  on  wildlife  and  habitat,  topsoil 

22  loss,  light  pollution,  waste  and  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  as  well  as  the 

23  cumulative  impacts  of  such  projects  throughout  the  city. 

24 

25 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE:  March  8,  2010 

TO:  Honorable  Commissioners,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

FROM:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

RE:  Summary  of  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Responses,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 

Reduction  and  Transportation  Demand  Management  - Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Field 
project. 

Toxics  Reduction  Program,  Summary  Provided  by  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.,  Green  Purchasing  Program 
Manager 

I was  one  of  two  Dept,  of  Environment  representatives  on  the  Synthetic  Playfields  Task  Force,  which 
was  formed  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (RPD)  in  March,  2008.  I am  attaching  the  final 
recommendations  from  the  Task  Force.  (See  their  webpage  for  an  abundance  of  information  on  the 
subject,  http://bit.lv/aALdrY)  Essentially,  we  did  not  find  environmental  or  human  health  issues 
associated  with  synthetic  turf  severe  enough  to  call  a moratorium  on  its  use.  Based  on  the  scientific 
literature,  the  clearest  environmental  impacts  are  carbon  impact--which  depends  a great  deal  on  the 
specific  site  in  question,  what  kind  of  landscape  is  being  replaced,  etc—and  zinc  in  runoff.  Zinc  has 
aquatic  not  human  toxicity,  and  is  not  leached  out  at  biologically  relevant  levels  unless  the  tire  crumbs 
have  a chance  to  soak  for  an  extended  length  of  time  - an  unlikely  scenario  in  fields  where  drainage 
systems  are  installed.  Lead  had  previously  been  an  issue  in  some  synthetic  turf  products,  but  is  a 
nonessential  ingredient  and  the  Task  Force  simply  recommended  excluding  these  products  from 
consideration  (manufacturers  voluntarily  removed  the  lead  from  most  products  following  news  reports  on 
the  subject).  The  Task  Force  recognized  the  substantial  public  health  benefits  of  synthetic  turf  fields  in 
some  situations,  and  called  for  site-specific  determinations  and  balancing  of  the  environmental  impacts 
with  the  public  health  benefits.  We  also  asked  for  monitoring  of  leachate  by  SF  PUC,  so  that  we  could 
have  our  own  data  on  the  subject. 

Finally,  our  main  concern  with  synthetic  turf  is  the  current  lack  of  end-of-life  recycling  capabilities  by 
manufacturers.  This  has  been  addressed  through  repeated  meetings  with  RPD  and  prospective 
vendors,  and  incorporation  of  contract  language  requiring  end-of-life  recycling.  There  are  limits  on  our 
leverage  in  this  kind  of  requirement,  but  we  did  feel  that  we  made  progress  in  gaining  concessions  from 
the  manufacturers.  Last  year  (in  2009)  we  assisted  RPD  in  preparing  purchasing  specifications  for 
synthetic  turf  that  are  among  the  toughest  in  the  nation,  and  the  only  ones  to  our  knowledge  that  include 
extended  producer  responsibility. 
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I am  aware  that  RPD  considers  the  Golden  Gate  Park  site  a special  case  because  of  groundwater 
issues,  and  the  last  I heard  they  were  considering  an  alternative  infill  material  for  the  synthetic  turf  which 
would  be  a new  material  instead  of  recycled  tire  rubber.  While  this  substantially  reduces  any  toxics 
issues-especially  for  zinc-it  reduces  our  use  of  recycled  materials.  All  in  all,  I found  RPD  and  the  Fields 
Foundation  to  be  quite  committed  to  exploring  all  of  the  potential  product  alternatives. 

The  issues  of  lighting  and  its  effects  (on  natural  processes  and  as  an  annoyance  to  neighbors)  were  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  Task  Force,  although  it  was  obviously  a concern  among  some  citizens.  Nor  am  I 
familiar  with  the  issues  surrounding  the  specific  site  in  question  at  Golden  Gate  Park.  I do  not  have  an 
educated  opinion  on  the  air  or  traffic  impacts,  but  perhaps  Faiz  can  offer  something  here. 


Zero  Waste,  Summary  Provided  by  Paul  Ledesma,  City  Government  Zero  Waste  Coordinator 

The  City  Government  Zero  Waste  Program  has  been  working  closely  with  the  Recreation  and 
Parks  Department  and  the  City  Fields  Foundation  to  create  appropriate  zero  waste  language  for 
the  procurement  of  synthetic  turf  fields.  This  language  would  compel  proposing  vendors  to 
respond  to  the  department's  concerns  related  to  recycled  content  and  end-of-life  management. 
The  department's  objectives  in  this  collaboration  were  to  ensure  that  the  winning  bid  addressed 
the  City's  zero  waste  requirements  and  force  the  industry  as  a whole  to  adopt  a zero  waste 
perspective.  Generally,  the  synthetic  turf  industry  had  not  considered  these  concepts  prior  to 
engaging  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Since  discussions  with  the  industry  began  over  one  year  ago, 
many  in  this  industry  are  now  establishing  zero  waste  plans  for  their  products. 

As  a result  of  this  process,  the  City  is  requiring  all  proposals  to  include  some  recycled  content  as 
well  as  detailed  plans  for  the  management  of  the  synthetic  turf  system  at  the  end  of  its  useful  life. 
These  plans  shall  include  the  following: 

1 . The  manner  of  either  reuse  or  recycling  for  each  constituent  component  (i.e.,  turf 
fiber,  backing,  infill,  and  base). 

2.  The  identification  of  the  responsible  parties  for  the  removal  and  disposition  of  the 
field. 

3.  A description  of  the  reuse  or  recycling  process. 

4.  A signed  commitment  from  the  winning  proposal’s  signatory  guaranteeing 
implementation  of  the  plan  and  within  seven  (7)  years  of  the  execution  of  this 
agreement. 

Furthermore,  these  plans  shall  not  include  incineration,  or  any  other  type  of  high  temperature 
conversion  technology.  These  plans  shall  also  not  include  the  use  of  synthetic  turf  as  Alternate 
Daily  Cover.  Using  the  discarded  synthetic  turf  in  either  of  these  methods  shall  jeopardize  a 
firm's  future  opportunities  for  the  contracting  regarding  synthetic  turf  fields. 

The  City  requires  all  diversion  to  follow  a "highest  and  best  use"  criteria  as  explicitly  stated  in 
the  Board  of  Supervisors'  Resolution  679-02  (75%  Waste  Diversion  Goal)  and  the  State  of 
California  waste  diversion  statute  ( California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Act  of 1989  - AB 
939).  These  local  and  state  legislative  initiatives  require  that  all  materials  diverted  from  the 
landfill  follow  a hierarchy  that  values  waste  reduction  over  reuse,  reuse  over  recycling,  recycling 
over  landfilling.  This  hierarchy  is  implicit  in  all  City  policies  regarding  waste  diversion. 
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Consequently,  use  of  discarded  material  for  Alternate  Daily  Cover  is  viewed  as  a low-value 
usage  - akin  to  landfilling.  The  City  has  also  taken  a negative  position  on  the  use  of  any  type  of 
incineration  in  the  management  of  discarded  materials. 

The  City  also  requires  this  procurement  to  follow  the  Public  Works  Construction  - Use  of 
Recycled  Content  Materials  Ordinance  53-07.  This  City  ordinance  requires  the  entire  City  to 
purchase  only  products  with  recycled  content  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  All  proposed  turf 
systems  shall  include  some  recycled  content.  Proposals  that  do  not  include  recycled  content  must 
provide  an  explanation  as  to  why  it  was  omitted.  Furthermore  these  explanations  must  describe 
plans  for  inclusion  of  recycled  content  in  the  future. 


Clean  Air  Program,  Summary  provided  by  Faiz  Khan,  Transportation  Demand  Manager 

Issue:  increased  transportation  for  events  without  presence  of  effective  mass  transportation  (air  quality). 
Response:  Although  Golden  Gate  Park  is  not  located  near  mass  transit,  there  is  ample  transit,  private 
shuttle  service  and  driving  alternatives  available  to  park  visitors.  Most  city  planners  acknowledge  that 
parking  is  an  issue  at  the  park  but  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  has  put  together  a 
comprehensive  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  focused  on  following  elements: 

A.  Golden  Gate  Park  Free  Shuttle 

B.  Traffic  Calming  Plan 

C.  Bicycle  & Skating  Improvements 

D.  Pedestrian  Improvements 

E.  Parking  Management 

F.  MUNI  Improvements 
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“Destroy  a public  building  and  it  can  be  rebuilt  in  a year;  destroy  a 
city  woodland  park  and  all  the  people  living  at  the  time  will  have 
passed  away  before  its  restoration  can  be  effected. " 

William  Hammond  Hall,  Surveyor 
First  Superintendent  of  Golden  Gate  Park 


To:  Commission  on  the  Environment 

From:  Katherine  Howard,  Member,  Steering  Committee, 

Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance 
Date:  March  4,  2010 

Subject:  Request  for  resolution  supporting  an  EIR  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  / Beach 

Chalet  Soccer  Fields  project 


We  are  requesting  support  for  a resolution  requesting  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  / Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  project.  Listed  below  are  some  of  the  many 
reasons  why  a project  of  this  scope  should  be  evaluated  with  a full  EIR. 

POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  GOLDEN  GATE  PARK 
SOCCER  COMPLEX  AT  THE  BEACH  CHALET  RECREATION  FIELDS  AT  OCEAN  BEACH 


• Negative  impact  on  park  vegetation: 

o Loss  of  a meadow  with  grass  and  other  vegetation; 

o Loss  of  topsoil  that  has  been  carefully  built  up  over  1 40  years  to  stabilize  the 
sand  dunes; 

o Outright  loss  of  some  of  the  surrounding  screening  trees  that  provide  shelter  for 
the  current  fields  and  a windbreak  for  Golden  Gate  Park; 

o Impact  of  the  construction  on  the  root  systems  of  the  remaining  trees,  possible 
leading  to  their  decline  and  loss. 

• Negative  impact  on  wildlife: 

o Impact  on  habitat  for  birds,  mammals,  butterflies  and  other  insects.  The  areas 
around  the  soccer  fields  are  being  planted  with  native  plants;  one  purpose  is  to 
provide  both  food  and  shelter  for  wildlife.  This  habitat  will  be  degraded  by  this 
large  development; 

o Impact  of  intense  night  lighting  on  an  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  that  has  been 
naturally  dark  since  it  was  established.  Night  lighting  will  negatively  impact 
wildlife  nesting  and  roosting; 

o Fog  can  increase  the  amount  of  light  reflected  from  this  type  of  lighting.  Since 
this  part  of  San  Francisco  is  known  for  its  fog,  the  potential  is  great  for  light 
pollution  from  the  field  lights.  Birds,  mammals,  and  the  insects  they  feed  on,  can 
be  negatively  affected  by  extensive  night  lighting; 

o Loss  of  wildlife  corridor  - both  from  the  eastern  to  the  western  end  of  the  Park 
and  from  north  to  south,  along  the  coast; 
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There  is  a need  for  increased  habitat  for  wildlife,  not  for  less  habitat; 
o Picnic  and  barbeque  facilities  will  bring  increased  trash  and  potentially  negative 
impacts  of  predators  from  access  to  human  food. 

Increase  in  paving: 

o Artificial  Turf  is  a type  of  paving;  the  cross-section  is  similar  to  that  used  for 
asphalt  and  concrete; 

o Increase  in  paving  in  Golden  Gate  Park  for  the  fields,  the  parking  and  the  path  to 
Ocean  Beach,  contrary  to  stated  Department  goals  of  removing  paving  from  the 
Park. 

Promotes  the  use  of  cars: 

o Increases  parking,  which  goes  against  the  transit-first  goals  for  San  Francisco; 
o Relatively  remote  location  from  many  residents  that  will  require  that  they  drive  to 
this  location,  increasing  vehicular  traffic  both  within  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
through  the  neighborhoods; 

o The  addition  of  a championship  field  will  attract  players  and  spectators  from  a 
variety  of  locations,  both  in  and  outside  of  San  Francisco.  The  distance  of  the 
fields  from  the  mass  transit  hubs  will  encourage  players  and  spectators  to  drive 
to  this  location. 

Use  of  artificial  turf: 

o Installation  of  artificial  turf  with  its  human  health  implications  and  environmental 
non-sustainability; 

o What  will  be  the  composition  of  the  artificial  turf? 
o How  will  the  artificial  turf  be  handled  at  the  end  of  its  life,  in  8 to  1 0 years? 
o How  can  we  be  sure  that  any  company  that  installs  the  artificial  turf  will  be 
financially  viable  in  8 to  1 0 years  to  recycle  it? 
o What  will  be  the  impact  on  the  environment  if  the  artificial  turf  starts  to  break 
down  and  there  is  no  money  to  replace  it?  Will  the  artificial  turf  be  left  in  place  to 
degrade  or  blow  around? 

o More  information  is  made  available  weekly  on  many  of  these  issues.  An  EIR  can 
review  and  evaluated  the  most  current  information,  giving  the  opportunity  to  both 
sides  to  submit  this  information. 

Degradation  of  dark  sky  in  western  part  of  San  Francisco 

o What  will  be  the  effect  of  the  intense  lighting  on  the  Dark  Sky  areas  around  this 
project,  for  night  viewing  of  the  stars? 

o Land’s  End  is  one  of  the  premium  night  sky  viewing  areas  in  the  Bay  Area.  What 
will  be  the  impact  of  this  project  on  that  site? 
o Do  we  want  to  accept  any  impact  on  dark  sky  in  this  area?  Shouldn’t  we  be 
working  for  better  visibility  of  the  stars  in  this  area,  instead  of  supporting  less 
visibility? 

Impact  on  enjoyment  of  GGP  and  Ocean  Beach 

o Impact  on  those  people  who  come  to  Ocean  Beach  to  view  the  sunset  and 
encroaching  darkness  ; 

o Impact  on  feelings  of  wildness  for  those  people  who  like  to  walk  on  a dark  beach 
at  dusk  or  to  enjoy  the  contrast  of  a fire  ring  to  the  surrounding  darkness. 
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• Degradation  of  the  historic  features  of  the  western  end  of  golden  Gate  Park 

o Proximity  to  the  restored  windmills,  Beach  Chalet,  and  wheelwright’s  house; 
o 60  foot  sports  lights  are  not  consistent  the  historic  context  of  this  area; 
o View  from  Ocean  Beach  of  the  windmills  will  be  ruined  by  the  lights  poles; 
o Western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park  was  planned  to  be  trees  and  meadows  - not 
an  urban  sports  complex  ; 

o Current  fields  are  hidden  by  the  trees;  new  light  poles  will  destroy  this  view  of  the 
Park  from  the  Great  Highway  and  from  Ocean  Beach; 
o GGP  Master  Plan  supports  keeping  the  western  end  of  GGP  a “pastoral  and 
sylvan  landscape”  (1998); 

o Secretary  of  the  Interior  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (2004)  supports 
keeping  the  western  end  of  GGP  as  a “natural  woodland  park.” 

Positive  aspects  of  leaving  GGP  as  parkland: 

o There  are  benefits  from  natural  parkland  that  are  of  great  value  to  both  youth  and 
adults; 

o Poorer  segments  of  our  community  should  not  have  to  travel  outside  of  the  city  to 
enjoy  a woodland; 

o Park  of  the  benefit  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  the  amount  of  land  that  is  not 
‘developed’  for  planned  recreation  activities; 
o Many  young  people  in  our  cities  are  considered  nature-deprived.  Our  youth 
deserve  the  opportunity  to  enjoy  the  natural  landscape  without  the  intrusion  of 
built  elements  and  artificial  lighting; 

o These  are  values  that  can  be  enjoyed  by  all  ages,  young  and  old,  no  matter  their 
physical  condition; 

o The  existing  soccer  fields  can  still  be  used  as  playing  fields  - they  just  need 
maintenance; 

o Retains  the  night-sky  viewing;  we  should  be  going  in  the  direction  of  eliminating 
and  controlling  lights,  not  adding  lights  - especially  in  parkland; 
o Improve  habitat  possibilities  for  wildlife  - if  enough  native  plants  are  not  there 
now,  then  let’s  plant  more  to  enhance  this  wildlife  corridor. 

An  EIR  can  explore  alternatives  and  find  new  solutions  to  existing  problems: 

o An  EIR  can  explore  the  alternatives  of  leaving  the  fields  as  grass,  which  has  not 
been  explored  as  part  of  this  complex; 

o An  EIR  can  evaluate  the  possibility  of  removing  the  existing  fencing,  which  went 
up  without  any  public  process,  and  returning  the  fields  to  native  plants  with 
greater  habitat  value; 

o An  EIR  can  evaluate  the  various  field  remediation  techniques  that  contribute  to  a 
safe,  pleasant  playing  surface  while  not  detracting  from  the  environment; 
o An  EIR  will  give  more  outreach  and  public  comment,  which  has  been  lacking 
from  this  process  to  date; 

o An  EIR  can  give  San  Franciscans  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  drastic 
change  to  a major  park. 
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NEW  SOCCER  COMPLEX  TO  DRASTICALLY  ALTER  GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  AND  OCEAN  BEACH 


The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  planning  to  build  a soccer  complex  in  the  western  end  of  Golden 
Gate  Park  behind  the  Beach  Chalet,  replacing  the  current  grassy  practice  meadow  with  larger  artificial  turf 
fields  and  adding  intensive  60  ft.  tall  sportsfield  lighting.  Eventually,  two  more  fields  will  be  added,  enlarging 
the  complex  to  an  area  one-half  the  width  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  larger  than  Candlestick  Stadium  This 
project  will  change  the  western  edge  of  the  Park  from  parkland  to  a highly  developed  urbanized  space.  Yet, 
very  little  outreach  has  gone  out  to  San  Franciscans  about  this  change  to  the  character  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  Ocean  Beach. 


The  proposed  soccer  complex  will  take  up  more 
land  and  includes  a championship  field.  Night 
lighting  will  be  on  from  sunset  until  10:00  p.m.  all 
year.  The  field  will  be  artificial  turf.  According  to 
RPD  planning  documents,  this  project  will 
eventually  contain  six  fields,  not  the  four  fields 

shnwn  in  thp  simulation 


South  Sunset  Playing  Field  - sportsfield 
lighting  seen  from  four  blocks  away.  What 
will  be  the  experience  at  Ocean  Beach, 
with  this  type  of  lighting  nearby? 


The  current  soccer  fields  are  tucked  behind  these  groves  of  trees. 
Over  60  trees  and  tall  shrubs  will  be  removed  for  this  project.  The 
remaining  trees  vary  in  height,  from  20  to  40  feet.  The  new  60  foot 
stadium  lights  will  be  clearly  visible,  day  or  night. 


We  are  in  favor  of  active  youth  recreation!  But  young  people  also  deserve  to  know  what  natural 
parkland  is  like  and  to  enjoy  the  night  skies  at  Ocean  Beach  without  the  intrusion  of  intensive  night 
lighting  and  the  degradation  of  wildlife  habitat.  THIS  IS  THE  WRONG  PLACE  FOR  THIS  PROJECT! 

ACTION  ALERT!  THE  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  IS  CONSIDERING  THE  NEED  FOR  AN  EIR  - 
TO  LET  THEM  KNOW  THAT  THIS  PROJECT  NEEDS  A FULL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
REPORT!  CONTACT  US  AT:  www.sfoceanedge . org  sfoceanedge@earthlink.net 


GOLDEN  GATE  AUDUBON  SOCIETY  APPEAL 


January  12,  2010 


For  Delivery  By  Hand 
San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
1 Doctor  Carlton  P Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 


RE:  Appeal  of  Planning  Department  Decision  to  Exempt  Conversion  of  Grass 

Playfields  to  Artificial  Turf  at  the  Beach  Chalet  in  San  Francisco 

To  the  Board  of  Supervisors: 

I am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  our  members  and  supporters  to  appeal 
the  decision  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  to  exempt  from  review  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act,  Pub.  Res.  Code  §§  21000  et  seq.,  (CEQA)  the  proposed  project  to  replace  the 
grass  fields  at  the  Beach  Chalet  in  Golden  Gate  Park  with  synthetic  turf  and  to  significantly  alter  the 
facilities  and  environment  in  the  area.  By  granting  an  exemption  to  CEQA,  the  Planning  Department  has 
facilitated  a significant  and  irrevocable  change  to  the  character  and  environment  of  the  western  end  of 
Golden  Gate  Park.  We  believe  that  this  determination  was  incorrect,  contrary  to  the  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  exceeded  the  language  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines 
and  the  law  itself. 

We  first  learned  that  the  Planning  Department  had  granted  a “Class  1”  exemption  to  CEQA  for  the  Beach 
Chalet  turf  conversion  project  at  a public  meeting  on  December  7,  2009.  On  December  9,  2009, 1 sent  a 
letter  to  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  & Parks  Department  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
asking  for  more  information  about  the  puiported  exemption.  A true  and  correct  copy  of  my  December  9 
letter  is  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  To  date,  neither  the  Recreation  & Parks  Department  nor  the 
Planning  Department  has  responded  to  my  request  for  more  information  and  neither  has  made  any  effort 
to  further  explain  or  document  the  exemption.  Because  of  the  failure  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to 
document  or  explain  the  purported  CEQA  exemption,  we  have  been  forced  to  file  this  appeal.  The 
reasons  why  the  appeal  should  be  granted  are  set  forth  in  greater  detail  below. 

I.  The  Planning  Department  Failed  to  Document  Its  Finding  of  a CEQA  Exemption  and 
Failed  to  Produce  Documents  Evidencing  that  the  Exemption  Was  Granted. 

Over  the  past  several  months,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  and  other  organizations  have  discussed  this  matter 
with  representatives  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Initially,  we  were  assured  by  Recreation  & 
Parks  Department  staff  that  the  Planning  Department  had  “thoroughly  reviewed”  the  project  and  had 
concluded  that  the  turf  conversions  were  exempt  from  CEQA.  Recreation  & Parks  Department  staff 
could  not  identify  the  applicable  exemption  or  rule  and  were  unable  to  identify  Planning  Department  staff 
responsible  for  the  review  and  determination.  Informal  inquiries  to  the  Planning  Department  failed  to 
provide  any  additional  information  about  the  puiported  exemption. 


GOLDEN  GATE  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

2530  San  Pablo  Avenue,  Suite  G Berkeley,  California  94702 

510.843.2222  > \ 510.843.5351  n<-b  www.goidengateaudubon.org 
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On  October  14,  2009, 1 sent  a Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance  request  to  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  for  all  records  related  to  the  City's  CEQA  review  and  any  exemption  determination. 

The  records  sought  included  all  memoranda,  reports,  electronic  communications,  meeting  agenda, 
meeting  notes  and  other  documents  that  would  evidence  this  conclusion.  A true  and  correct  copy  of  my 
PRA  request  is  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  B. 

In  response  to  my  PRA  request,  Planning  Department  staff  informed  us  that  they  had  not  heard  about  the 
project  and  had  not  been  consulted  by  the  Recreation  & Parks  Department.  After  several  weeks  and 
additional  prompts  from  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  the  Planning  Department  eventually  informed  us 
by  telephone  that  there  were  no  records  responsive  to  our  request.  When  we  requested  that  Planning 
Department  staff  formally  respond  in  writing,  staff  provided  an  email  that  stated  only  that  the  “extent  of 
the  [Planning  Department]  involvement  with  the  installation  of  artificial  turf  has  come  through  CEQA 
exemption  stamps  to  General  Plan  Referrals.”  A true  and  correct  copy  of  the  Planning  Department’s  only 
written  response  (an  email)  is  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  C. 

At  the  public  meeting  held  on  December  7,  2009,  representatives  of  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Parks 
Department  informed  the  public  that  the  Planning  Department  had  determined  that  the  Beach  Chalet 
project  was  exempt  from  CEQA  under  a “Class  1”  exemption.  Though  they  did  not  specify  the  nature  of 
the  “Class  1 exemption”,  they  were  likely  referring  to  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15301.  To  our 
knowledge,  this  is  the  first  time  that  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  formally  specified  the  applicable 
CEQA  exemption.  Despite  our  repeated  requests,  the  City  has  never  produced  a Certificate  of 
Exemption  from  CEQA  Review  or  any  other  record  formalizing  its  exemption  determination. 

II.  The  Planning  Department  Incorrectly  Applied  Section  15301  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  to 
Provide  an  Exemption  for  this  Project. 

If  the  Planning  Department  did  indeed  apply  a “Class  1”  exemption,  it  did  so  in  error.  “Class  1” 
exemptions  are  generally  understood  to  apply  only  to  minor  alterations  to  existing  facilities  that  involve 
negligible  or  no  expansion  of  use.  ( See  California  Natural  Resources  Agency,  CEQA  Guidelines,  at 
http://ceres.ca.gOv/ceqa/guidelines/artl9.html#15301). 

By  the  project  proponents’  own  reckoning,  the  conversion  of  the  Beach  Chalet  playfields  to  artificial  turf 
will  significantly  increase  the  use  of  the  area  and  require  a major  alteration  of  the  Beach  Chalet  site.  (See 
City  Fields  Foundation,  Golden  Gate  Park’s  Beach  Chalet  Fields  (stating  “Currently,  the  fields  host 
4,738  hours  of  annual  play.  The  proposed  renovation  will  add  9,582  hours  of  new  play  each  year.”), 
available  at  http://www.cityfieldsfoundation.org/about-us/87).  The  City  Fields  Foundation  and  the 
Recreation  and  Parks  Department  have  been  selling  the  project,  in  part,  by  explaining  that  the  artificial 
turf  will  allow  more  players  to  use  the  field  throughout  the  year  (without  ongoing  maintenance  and 
seasonal  closures)  and  later  at  night  (with  expanded  lighting).  (See  id.)  The  project  also  includes  plans  to 
renovate  and/or  remove  some  structures  at  the  site,  alter  and  expand  the  parking  lot,  install  paved 
footpaths,  install  lighting,  and  remove  trees.  Considered  together,  these  can  not  be  considered  to  be 
“minor”  alterations  within  the  language  of  Section  15301. 

The  text  of  Section  15301  itself  demonstrates  the  flaw  in  the  Planning  Department’s  determination. 
Section  1 5301(h)  allows  for  an  exemption  for  the  “[maintenance  of  existing  landscaping,  native  growth, 
and  water  supply  reservoirs.”  (emphasis  added)  The  section  implies  that  a project  that  does  more  than 
merely  maintain  existing  landscaping  and  native  growth  in  this  case,  the  wholesale  removal  of  existing 
landscaping  and  trees — would  not  be  exempt  from  CEQA. 
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Category  1 exemptions  are  intended  to  apply  to  minor  activities  such  as  repainting  or  modernizing 
existing  facilities.  They  are  not  intended  to  provide  a free  pass  for  significant  projects  such  as  the  one 
proposed  at  the  Beach  Chalet.  Therefore,  the  Planning  Department’s  determination  of  a Class  1 Section 
15301  exemption  is  in  error.  Moreover,  because  the  Planning  Department  had  not  produced  a Certificate 
of  Exemption  in  response  to  our  PRA  and  Sunshine  Ordinance  request,  the  undocumented  determination 
should  not  be  given  any  legal  weight. 

III.  The  Project  Will  Have  Clear  Environmental  Impacts  that  Must  Be  Considered  Pursuant  to 

CEQA. 

A review  of  the  project  proponents’  plans  clearly  indicates  that  there  will  be  significant  environmental 
and  cultural  impacts.  These  include: 

1 . Increased  human  use  and  traffic  in  the  area; 

2.  Increased  levels  of  trash  and  food  waste; 

3.  Likely  increases  in  populations  of  animals  attracted  to  food  waste  and  trash,  such  as 
ravens,  crows,  feral  cats,  raccoons,  rats  and  other  animals  that  prey  upon  native  birds  and 
other  wildlife; 

4.  The  alteration  of  the  grass  field,  which  currently  provides  foraging  habitat  for  many 
species  of  birds,  including  many  species  of  gulls,  Yellow-rumped  Warblers,  Dark-eyed 
Juncos,  White-crowned  Sparrows,  Golden-crowned  Sparrows,  California  Towhees,  Say’s 
Phoebe,  Cooper’s  Hawks,  Sharp-shinned  Hawks,  and  American  Robins; 

5.  Increased  automobile  traffic,  which  will  increase  local  air  pollution,  noise  levels,  and 
risks  to  other  park  users; 

6.  The  installation  of  60’-tall  lights  at  the  site,  which  will  affect  local  wildlife  and 
fundamentally  change  the  night  sky  character  of  the  west  end  of  the  park; 

7.  The  removal  of  grass  turf  and  the  replacement  with  synthetic  turf,  which  contains  zinc, 
cadmium,  lead  and  mercury  at  levels  that  may  exceed  state  and  national  safety  levels  for 
drinking  water,  storm  water,  and  direct  exposures  (see  Synthetic  Task  Force  Findings  & 
Department  Recommendations,  at  28-29); 

Instead  of  honestly  assessing  and  discussing  these  impacts,  the  project  proponents  and  their  supporters 
have  chosen  to  ignore  them  for  the  sake  of  convenience.  Yet,  even  a cursory  review  of  available 
information  provides  ample  evidence  that  potential  impacts  are  real  and  significant. 

Concerns  about  the  environmental  and  public  health  impacts  of  synthetic  turf  have  been  raised  by  several 
local  and  state  agencies  throughout  the  United  States  (see,  e.g.,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
The  Use  of  Recycled  Tire  Materials  on  Playgrounds  & Artificial  Turf  Fields,  available  at 
http://www.epa.gov/nerl/features/tire_crumbs.html).  Concerns  have  been  identified  by  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  the  Environment  (“SFE”),  the  California  Attorney  General,  the  California  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  non-govemmental  organizations,  and  even  the  Recreation  & Parks  Department  itself. 
The  Planning  Department  apparently  ignored  these  concerns — and  San  Francisco’s  purported  adherence 
to  the  Precautionary  Principle — and  issued  the  exemption  without  adequate  consideration. 

On  January  9,  2008,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  (“SFE”)  issued  a letter  to  the 
Recreation  & Parks  Department  setting  forth  SFE’s  initial  findings,  concerns  and  recommendations 
regarding  the  artificial  turf  conversion  projects.  A true  and  correct  copy  of  the  SFE’s  letter  is  attached 
hereto  as  Exhibit  D.  In  the  letter,  SFE  recognized  several  potential  environmental  impacts  as  a result  of 
the  conversions.  These  include: 
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1 . Potential  higher  climate  change  impact; 

2.  Lack  of  recyclability  at  the  end-of-life  of  the  product  (approximately  8-10  years);  and 

3.  Potential  for  leachate,  particularly  in  areas  prone  to  flooding  (such  as  the  Beach  Chalet). 


(See  Exhibit  D,  Letter  from  San  Francisco  Dept,  of  the  Environment  to  San  Francisco  Recreation  & Parks 
Dept.,  Jan.  9,  2008,  at  2-3).  To  our  knowledge,  neither  the  Recreation  & Parks  Department  nor  the 
Planning  Department  considered  these  potential  impacts  in  asking  for  or  issuing  the  CEQA  exemption. 


The  2008  Synthetic  Task  Force  Findings  and  Department  Recommendations  report  submitted  to  the 
Recreation  & Parks  Department  provided  34  recommendations  and  tasks  that  were  intended  to  guide  all 
artificial  turf  conversion  projects  in  San  Francisco.  The  findings  and  recommendations  clearly  anticipate 
that  environmental  and  public  health  impacts  are  likely  to  occur  as  a result  of  grass  to  synthetic  field 
conversions.  Recommendations  in  the  report  include: 


1 . The  Department  should  monitor  leachate  studies; 

2.  The  Department  should  coordinate  with  California  EPA  to  conduct  air  quality  tests  of 
fields; 

3.  The  Department  should  track  California  EPA’s  studies  regarding  the  effects  of 
particulates  from  synthetic  fields; 

4.  The  Department  should  conduct  tests  of  synthetic  field  storm  water  runoff; 

5.  The  Department  should  investigate  options  for  infill  products  that  do  not  contain  zinc; 

6.  The  Department  should  not  install  the  fields  in  areas  that  are  prone  to  flooding; 

7.  The  Department  should  consult  with  native  landscape  specialists  to  plant  native,  drought- 
tolerant  and  wildlife-friendly  plants  near  field  projects; 

8.  The  Department  should  include  provide  appropriate  landscape  and  irrigation 
improvements  around  field  projects; 

9.  The  Department  should  not  purchase  products  that  contain  hazardous  levels  of  lead; 

10.  When  purchasing  products,  the  Department  should  request  full  MSDS  sheets  from  the 
manufacturers  and  share  them  with  the  Dept,  of  Public  Health  and  SFE; 

11.  All  fields  should  be  installed  above  the  water  table  and  feature  state  of  the  art  drainage 
systems;  and 

13.  The  Department  should  work  with  SFE  to  encourage  manufacturers  to  develop  post-life 
recycling  programs  for  the  synthetic  turf  (which  will  remain  in  use  only  8-10  years). 


(Synthetic  Fields  Task  Force  and  Department  Recommendations  (2008),  at  7-8).  Clearly,  in  2008  even 
the  Recreation  & Parks  Department  recognized  the  breadth  of  environmental  and  public  health 
issues  implicated  by  a synthetic  turf  conversion  project.  Yet,  now  the  Department  is  ignoring  its  own 
findings  and  asserting  that  no  environmental  review  is  necessary  because  of  the  inconvenience  of 
complying  with  CEQA. 

The  lead  content  of  turf  and  its  potential  to  harm  users,  especially  children,  are  of  particular  concern.  ( See 
Centers  for  Disease  Control,  Lead:  Prevention  Tips,  available  at  http://www.cdc.gov/nceli/Lead/tips.htm; 
see  also  http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/lead/tips/artificialtuif.htm  (“As  the  turf  ages  and  weathers,  lead  is 
released  in  dust  that  could  then  be  ingested  or  inhaled,  and  the  risk  for  harmful  exposure 
increases.  If  exposures  do  occur,  CDC  currently  does  not  know  how  much  lead  the  body  will  absorb; 
however,  if  enough  lead  is  absorbed,  it  can  cause  neurological  development  symptoms  (e.g.  deficits  in 
IQ).”  (emphasis  added))  On  September  2,  2008,  the  California  Attorney  General  filed  a lawsuit  against 
several  synthetic  turf  manufacturers  that  sell  products  in  California,  alleging  that  they  failed  to  warn  users 
of  the  field  that  they  were  being  exposed  to  levels  of  lead  that  exceeded  those  allowable  under  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act  of  1986,  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  25249.6  et  seq.. 
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(known  as  Proposition  65).  On  August  13,  2009,  the  Attorney  General  and  the  defendants  entered  into  a 
settlement  agreement  that  required  that  the  defendants  immediately  cease  selling  products  that  contain 
more  than  100  parts  per  million  (ppm)  of  lead  and  that  no  products  sold  in  California  exceed  50  ppm  by 
July  11,  2010.  To  date,  the  City  has  failed  to  identify  the  synthetic  turf  product  that  will  be  installed  at 
the  Beach  Chalet  or  to  quantify  its  lead  content,  its  potential  for  leaching  to  ground  water,  or  its  potential 
for  exposing  children  and  other  users  to  levels  of  lead  that  exceed  allowable  levels  under  Proposition  65 
and  other  applicable  standards. 

In  November  2009,  representatives  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon  and  of  the  Recreation  & Parks  Department 
and  the  City  Field  Foundation  met  at  the  Beach  Chalet  to  discuss  the  project.  During  our  visit  to  the  site, 
representatives  of  the  City  and  the  City  Fields  Foundation  asked  us  many  questions  about  bird  use  and 
habitat  at  the  site.  From  the  questions,  it  was  clear  that  the  project  proponents  do  not  know  the  extent  of 
impacts  to  wildlife  in  the  park.  Moreover,  proponents  of  the  project  have  expressed  surprise  that  the 
proposed  60’  tall  lights  may  result  in  impacts  on  the  local  wildlife. 

CEQA  was  enacted  to  ensure  that  lead  agencies  and  the  public  are  fully  informed  before  projects  with 
significant  environmental  and  cultural  impacts  proceed  and  irrevocably  change  our  communal  space.  The 
Planning  Department’s  grant  of  exemption  for  the  Beach  Chalet  project  denies  the  public  of  the  assurance 
the  Recreation  & Parks  Department  is  proceeding  with  a full  understanding  of  the  impacts  of  its  project. 

IV.  The  Conversion  of  the  Grass  Fields  to  Artificial  Turf  Will  Permanently  Change  the  Historic 
Characteristics  of  the  Western  End  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  City  of  San  Francisco’s  General  Plan,  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element,  and  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan  all  attest  that  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park  has  always  been  intended  to  maintain 
a sylvan  and  more  natural  character  and  that  any  changes  to  the  park  should  occur  only  after  adequate 
environmental  review.  For  example,  San  Francisco’s  General  Plan  states: 

Golden  Gate  Park 
OBJECTIVE  3 

ENHANCE  THE  RECREATIONAL  CONNECTION  BETWEEN  GOLDEN  GATE 
PARK  AND  THE  BEACH  FRONTAGE. 

POLICY  3.1 

Strengthen  the  visual  and  physical  connection  between  the  park  and  beach.  Emphasize 
the  naturalistic  landscape  qualities  of  the  western  end  of  the  park  for  visitor  use.  When 
possible  eliminate  the  Richmond-Sunset  sewer  treatment  facilities. 

POLICY  3.2 

Continue  to  implement  a long-term  reforestation  program  at  the  western  portion  of  the 
park. 

( See  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Western  Shoreline  Plan,  http://www.sfgov.org/site/ 
planning_index.asp?id=4141 1,  emphasis  added).  The  Recreation  & Park  Department’s  proposed  plan  to 
remove  trees  and  replace  grass  with  artificial  turf  at  the  Beach  Chalet  clearly  violates  Objective  3 by 
removing  or  deemphasizing  the  naturalistic  qualities  of  the  western  end  of  the  park. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  emphasizes  the  intention  of  William  Hammond  Hall,  the  park’s 
original  planner,  for  the  park’s  east  end  to  be  highly  cultivated  while  the  west  end  would  retain  a more 
wild  and  natural  environment.  According  to  the  Master  Plan: 
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The  park  land  east  of  Strawberry  Hill  includes  a variety  of  intensively  cultivated  areas 
and  developed  facilities  while  the  park  land  to  the  west  is  a pastoral  and  woodland 
landscape  with  open  meadows  defined  by  stands  of  trees  and  enhanced  by  lakes  ...  It  is 
expected  that  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  will  retain  the  integrity  of  the  original 
design .... 

(Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  (1998),  at  3-2).  In  fact,  Policy  A.l  of  Objective  II  of  the  Master  Plan 
states:  “|a|ll  activities,  features  and  facilities  in  Golden  Gate  Park  should  respect  the  unique  design 
and  character  of  the  park.”  (Id.  at  3-9)  Policy  A.2.  states:  “The  major  design  feature  of  Golden  Gate 
Park  and  the  framework  within  which  ail  park  activities  occur  is  its  pastoral  and  sylvan  landscape. 
The  integrity  of  the  pastoral  and  sylvan  landscape  must  be  maintained  and  remain  unaltered.”  (Id.) 

The  Master  Plan  provides  an  additional  mandate  which  is  of  particular  relevance  in  this  instance. 

Objective  II,  Policy  A. 6 states  that  “[n(o  changes  or  alterations  to  any  park  feature  should  occur 
without  consideration  of  the  park  wide  effects.”  (Id.)  Yet,  in  this  instance,  the  Recreation  & Parks 
Department  intends  to  proceed  with  the  artificial  turf  conversion  project  despite  its  admitted  lack  of 
information  about  the  environmental  effects  of  the  project.  The  Department’s  actions  directly  violate  the 
objectives  set  forth  in  the  Master  Plan  and  the  requirements  of  CEQA.  Based  on  our  review  of  available 
information,  there  are  no  grounds  for  the  Planning  Department’s  determination  of  an  exemption  to 
CEQA. 

V.  This  Appeal  Is  Necessary  Because  the  Planning  Department  Failed  to  Produce  Any 
Responsive  Documents  and  Refused  to  Meet  with  Us  to  Discuss  the  CEQA  Exemption. 

On  December  9,  2009,  after  learning  of  the  first,  specific  articulation  of  the  applicable  CEQA  exemption 
at  the  December  7th  public  meeting,  I sent  a letter  to  the  Planning  Department  and  the  Recreation  & Parks 
Department  asking  them  to  explain  how  Section  15301 — or  any  other  exemption — applies  in  this  case. 
After  not  hearing  from  City  staff  for  more  than  two  weeks,  I contacted  Dan  Mauer  at  the  Recreation  & 
Parks  Department  to  ask  whether  an  explanation  would  be  forthcoming.  Mr.  Mauer  assured  me  that  the 
Planning  Department  was  taking  the  lead  and  would  respond  soon. 

To  date,  the  Planning  Department  has  still  not  provided  us  with  any  documentation  of  its  finding  of  a 
“Class  1”  or  any  other  exemption  to  CEQA  for  the  Beach  Chalet  project  (or  any  other  synthetic  turf 
project).  Moreover,  the  Planning  Department  has  never  contacted  us  to  explain  its  finding. 

Therefore,  our  only  recourse  is  to  appeal  the  Planning  Department’s  determination  to  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors.  We  believe  that  our  appeal  is  timely  because  we  acted  quickly  after  learning  (albeit 
in  a public  meeting)  the  specifics  of  the  Planning  Department’s  finding. 

VI.  Conclusion 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  is  intended  to  ensure  that  a community  that  is  potentially 
affected  by  a project  is  given  adequate  information  to  assess  and  comment  on  the  environmental,  social 
and  cultural  impacts  of  the  project.  To  date,  there  has  been  no  objective  review  of  the  impacts  of  the 
Beach  Chalet  turf  conversion  project  and  the  local  community  has  been  deprived  of  receiving  adequate 
information  to  assess  the  benefits  and  costs  of  this  significant  change  to  San  Francisco’s  most  important 
public  park. 

Wc  ask  only  that  the  City  of  San  Francisco  be  forthright  with  its  citizens  about  the  potential  impacts  of 
the  project  and  allow  us,  as  a community,  to  make  an  informed  decision  about  the  changes  and  uses  of  our 
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shared  open  space.  While  we  understand  that  financial  and  political  incentives  make  this  project 
appealing  to  the  City,  such  pressures  do  not  provide  an  excuse  to  circumvent  the  law  or  to  deprive  all 
stakeholders  with  a fair  and  comprehensive  assessment  of  the  project’s  costs  and  benefits. 

Therefore,  we  ask  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  overturn  the  Planning  Department’s  application  of  a 
“Class  1”  exemption  to  the  Beach  Chalet  turf  conversion  project  and  direct  the  Planning  Department  to 
complete  a comprehensive  CEQA  assessment  of  the  proposed  project. 


Michael  Lynes 
Conservation  Director 
Golden  Gate  Audubon 


Cc:  David  Chiu,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  District  3 

Ross  Mirkarimi,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  District  5 

Eric  Mar,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  District  1 

Bill  Wycko,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Dan  Mauer,  San  Francisco  Recreation  & Parks  Department 

Philip  Ginsburg,  General  Manager,  SF  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

John  Rahaim,  Planning  Director,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Jim  Lazarus,  President,  Recreation  & Parks  Commission 

Peter  Brastow,  Nature  in  the  City 

John  Rizzo,  Sierra  Club 

Arthur  Feinstein,  Sierra  Club 

Mary  Anne  Miller,  SF  Ocean  Edge 

Jake  Sigg,  California  Native  Plant  Society 

Patrick  Hannon,  City  Fields  Foundation 

Marc  Duffett,  Sunset  Parkside  Education  and  Action  Committee  (SPEAK) 

Kathy  Howard,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance 

Wendy  Miller,  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

George  Wooding,  West  of  Twin  Peaks  Central  Council 

Libby  Benedict,  Friends  of  Rossi  Park 

David  Goggin,  San  Franciscans  for  Smart  Lighting 

Ray  Holland,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond  (PAR) 

John  Frykman,  Coalition  to  Save  Ocean  Beach,  Friends  of  Sutro  Park 


Sincerely, 


Si 


EXHIBIT  A 


December  9,  2009 


Via  U.S.  Mail  & E-mail 

Mr.  Dan  Mauer,  Capital  Improvements  Division 

San  Francisco  Recreation  & Parks  Department 

McLaren  Lodge  & Annex 

501  Stanyan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Mr.  Bill  Wycko,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1650  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


RE:  Applicability  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  to  Artificial  Turf 

Playfield  Conversions  in  San  Francisco 

Dear  Dan  and  Bill: 

I am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  its  more  than  10,000  members  and 
supporters  regarding  continuing  questions  pertaining  to  the  applicability  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act,  Pub.  Res.  Code  §§  21000  et  seq.,  (CEQA)  to  the  conversion  of  grass  playfields  to  artificial 
turf  surfaces  in  San  Francisco.  While  we  are  concerned  about  these  conversions  occurring  at  many  parks 
throughout  the  city,  this  letter  specifically  addresses  the  proposed  project  at  the  Beach  Chalet  in  Golden 
Gate  Park. 

Over  the  past  several  months,  we  have  discussed  this  matter  with  representatives  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco.  Initially,  we  were  assured  that  the  Planning  Department  thoroughly  reviewed  had 
concluded  that  the  turf  conversions  were  exempt  from  CEQA,  but  the  basis  for  the  exemption  was 
unknown  to  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department.  On  October  14,  2009, 1 sent  a Public  Records  Act 
request  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  all  records  related  to  the  City’s  CEQA  review  and 
any  exemption  determination.  The  records  sought  included  all  memoranda,  reports,  electronic 
communications,  meeting  agenda,  meeting  notes  and  other  documents  that  would  evidence  this 
conclusion.  Initially,  Planning  Department  staff  informed  us  that  they  had  not  heard  about  the  project  and 
had  not  been  consulted.  After  several  weeks,  the  Planning  Department  informed  us  that  there  were  no 
records  responsive  to  our  request.  Instead,  the  Planning  Department  responded  in  an  email  that  the 
“extent  of  the  [Planning  Department]  involvement  with  the  installation  of  artificial  turf  has  come  through 
CEQA  exemption  stamps  to  General  Plan  Referrals.”  Despite  our  request,  the  City  has  never  produced  a 
Certificate  of  Exemption  from  CEQA  Review  or  any  other  record  formalizing  its  exemption 
determination. 

At  the  public  meeting  held  on  December  7,  2009,  representatives  of  San  Francisco  informed  the  public 
that  the  Planning  Department  had  determined  that  the  Beach  Chalet  project  was  exempt  from  CEQA 
under  a “Class  1”  exemption.  {See  CEQA  Guidelines  § 15301;  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission, 
Resolution  No.  14952  (Aug.  17,  2000)).  To  our  knowledge,  this  is  the  first  time  that  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  has  formally  specified  the  applicable  CEQA  exemption. 
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Based  on  all  available  public  information,  we  do  not  understand  the  Planning  Department’s 
determination.  Section  15301  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  applies  only  to  minor  alterations  of  existing 
facilities  that  involve  negligible  or  no  expansion  of  use.  There  are  several  reasons  that  a Section  15301 
exemption  does  not  apply  in  this  case. 

First,  by  the  Department’s  own  reckoning,  the  conversion  of  the  Beach  Chalet  playfields  to  artificial  turf 
will  significantly  increase  the  use  of  the  area.  The  City  Fields  Foundation  and  the  Department  have  been 
selling  the  project,  in  part,  by  explaining  that  the  artificial  turf  will  allow  more  players  to  use  the  field 
throughout  the  year  (without  ongoing  maintenance  and  seasonal  closures)  and  later  at  night  (with 
expanded  lighting).  Increased  use  of  the  area  will  also  result  in  more  trash  and  waste  at  the  site  and 
increased  traffic,  noise  and  general  disturbance  to  wildlife  and  other  park  users  in  the  area.  During  our 
visit  to  the  site,  representatives  of  the  City  and  the  City  Fields  Foundation  asked  us  many  questions  about 
bird  use  and  habitat  at  the  site.  From  the  questions,  it  was  clear  that  the  project  proponents  do  not  know 
the  extent  of  environmental  impacts  that  will  result  from  the  project. 

Second,  the  proposed  project  involves  the  replacement  of  natural  turf  with  artificial  turf,  the  removal  of 
several  trees,  and  the  installation  of  expanded  parking,  facilities,  paved  footpaths,  and  lighting.  None  of 
these  can  be  considered  to  be  “minor”  alterations. 

Third,  the  text  of  Section  15301  itself  demonstrates  the  flaw  in  the  Planning  Department’s  determination. 
Section  15301(h)  allows  for  an  exemption  for  the  “[mjaintenance  of  existing  landscaping,  native  growth, 
and  water  supply  reservoirs.”  (emphasis  added)  The  section  implies  that  a project  that  does  more  than 
merely  maintain  existing  landscaping  and  native  growth — in  this  case,  the  wholesale  removal  of  existing 
landscaping  and  trees — would  not  be  exempt  from  CEQA. 

Category  1 exemptions  are  intended  to  apply  to  minor  activities  such  as  repainting  or  modernizing 
existing  facilities.  They  are  not  intended  to  provide  a free  pass  for  significant  projects  such  as  the  one 
proposed  at  the  Beach  Chalet.  Therefore,  we  do  not  believe  that  a Section  15301  exemption  is  applicable 
in  this  instance.  Moreover,  because  the  Planning  Department  had  not  produced  a Certificate  of 
Exemption,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  determination  is  legally  valid. 

In  conducting  research  about  Golden  Gate  Park  and  trying  to  understand  the  Planning  Department’s 
determination,  I have  reviewed  the  City  of  San  Francisco’s  General  Plan,  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space 
Element,  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Notably,  none  of  these  documents  supports  the  Planning 
Department’s  conclusion  and,  instead,  demonstrate  that  the  project  may  run  contrary  to  City  policy. 

For  example,  San  Francisco’s  General  Plan  states: 

Golden  Gate  Park 
OBJECTIVE  3 

ENHANCE  THE  RECREATIONAL  CONNECTION  BETWEEN  GOLDEN  GATE 
PARK  AND  THE  BEACH  FRONTAGE. 

POLICY  3.1 

Strengthen  the  visual  and  physical  connection  between  the  park  and  beach.  Emphasize 
the  naturalistic  landscape  qualities  o f the  western  end  of  the  park  for  visitor  use.  When 
possible  eliminate  the  Richmond-Sunset  sewer  treatment  facilities. 
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POLICY  3.2 

Continue  to  implement  a long-term  reforestation  program  at  the  western  portion  of  the 
park. 

(See  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Western  Shoreline  Plan,  http://www.sfgov.org/site/ 
planning_index.asp?id=4141 1,  emphasis  added).  The  proposed  plan  to  remove  trees  and  replace  grass 
with  artificial  turf  at  the  Beach  Chalet  clearly  violates  Objective  3 by  removing  or  deemphasizing  the 
naturalistic  qualities  of  the  western  end  of  the  park. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  emphasizes  the  intention  of  William  Hammond  Hall,  the  park’s 
original  planner,  for  the  park’s  east  end  to  be  highly  cultivated  while  the  west  end  would  retain  a more 
wild  and  natural  environment.  According  to  the  Master  Plan: 

The  park  land  east  of  Strawberry  Hill  includes  a variety  of  intensively  cultivated  areas 
and  developed  facilities  while  the  park  land  to  the  west  is  a pastoral  and  woodland 
landscape  with  open  meadows  defined  by  stands  of  trees  and  enhanced  by  lakes ...  It  is 
expected  that  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  will  retain  the  integrity  of  the  original 
design  .... 

(Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  (1998),  at  3-2).  In  fact.  Policy  A.l  of  Objective  II  of  the  Master  Plan 
states  “[a]ll  activities,  features  and  facilities  in  Golden  Gate  Park  should  respect  the  unique  design  and 
character  of  the  park.”  (Id.  at  3-9)  Policy  A.2.  states:  “The  major  design  feature  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
the  framework  within  which  all  park  activities  occur  is  its  pastoral  and  sylvan  landscape.  The  integrity  of 
the  pastoral  and  sylvan  landscape  must  be  maintained  and  remain  unaltered.”  (Id.) 

The  Master  Plan  provides  an  additional  mandate  which  is  of  particular  relevance  in  this  instance. 
Objective  II,  Policy  A.6  states  that  “[n]o  changes  or  alterations  to  any  park  feature  should  occur 
without  consideration  of  the  parkwide  effects.”  (Id.)  Yet,  in  this  instance,  the  Department  intends  to 
proceed  with  the  artificial  turf  conversion  project  despite  its  admitted  lack  of  information  about  the 
environmental  effects  of  the  project.  The  Department’s  actions  directly  violate  the  objectives  set  forth  in 
the  Master  Plan  and  the  requirements  of  CEQA.  Based  on  our  review  of  available  information,  there  are 
no  grounds  for  the  Planning  Department’s  determination  of  an  exemption  to  CEQA. 

We  understand  that  the  Department  is  hindered  by  financial  constraints  and  beset  by  increasing  demands 
for  playfields.  However,  these  demands  do  not  relieve  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  of  its 
obligation  to  abide  by  the  Master  Plan,  the  General  Plan,  and  CEQA.  Expediency  is  not  a sufficient 
reason  to  move  forward  with  the  artificial  turf  conversion,  especially  when  the  Department  is  clearly 
unaware  of  the  impacts  that  will  result  from  the  project. 

Golden  Gate  Audubon  and  our  partners  in  this  project  are  considering  the  appropriate  next  steps  to  ensure 
compliance  with  CEQA  and  an  adequate  consideration  of  impacts  from  the  project.  We  believe  it  would 
be  very  helpful  for  the  City  to  explain — preferably  in  an  in-person  meeting — the  basis  for  its  CEQA 
exemption  determination.  At  a minimum,  please  provide  a letter  explaining  the  City’s  reasoning  and 
identifying  the  person  responsible  for  the  determination. 

If  Golden  Gate  Audubon  remains  unconvinced  of  the  merits  of  the  City’s  determination,  our  Board  of 
Directors  will  confer  further  regarding  the  issue  and  determine  our  next  steps.  Please  be  assured  that  we 
would  much  prefer  to  resolve  this  matter  without  resorting  to  litigation,  but  we  are  prepared  to  seek  all 
remedies  available  under  the  law.  The  City’s  lack  of  information  about  the  environmental,  cultural,  and 
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societal  impacts  of  the  artificial  turf  conversion  program  and  its  failure  to  document  its  CEQA  analysis 
have  resulted  in  this  unfortunate  impasse. 

In  conclusion.  I’d  like  to  leave  you  with  a quotation  from  Frederick  Law  Olmsted,  who  spoke  of  the  long- 
term management  of  Golden  Gate  Park  in  an  1886  letter  to  the  Park  Commissioners: 

[L]et  me  counsel  you,  in  general  terms,  to  remember  that  your  park  is  not  for  today,  but 
for  all  time  - so  long  as  you  have  a city.  You  have  your  present  population  to  satisfy  and 
please.  It  is  an  intelligent  population,  beyond  a doubt,  and  possessed  of  a high 
appreciation  of  good  results.  But  it  is  to  be  expected  that  future  generations  will  be  more 
intelligent  and  more  appreciative. 

(Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  at  1-6).  We  ask  that  the  City  not  compromise  the  character  and  future  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  in  a rush  to  meet  political  expediencies  of  the  present. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  concerns.  Please  contact  me  to  discuss  this  matter  at  your 
earliest  convenience. 


Michael  Lynes 
Conservation  Director 


Cc:  Supervisor  Eric  Mar,  District  1 

Supervisor  Carmen  Chu,  District  4 
Supervisor  Ross  Mirkarimi,  District  5 

Mr.  Philip  Ginsburg,  General  Manager,  SF  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

Mr.  John  Rahaim,  Planning  Director,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Mr.  Jim  Lazarus,  President,  Recreation  & Parks  Commission 

Peter  Brastow,  Nature  in  the  City 

Pinky  Kushner  and  Becky  Evans,  Sierra  Club 

Julie  Burns,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond 

Mary  Anne  Miller,  SF  Ocean  Edge 

Jake  Sigg,  California  Native  Plant  Society 

Patrick  Hannon,  City  Fields  Foundation 

Marc  Duffett,  Sunset  Parkside  Education  and  Action  Committee 

Kathy  Howard,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance 

Wendy  Miller,  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

George  Wooding,  West  of  Twin  Peaks  Central  Council 

Libby  Benedict,  Friends  of  Rossi  Park 

David  Goggin,  San  Franciscans  for  Smart  Lighting 


Sincerely, 


EXHIBIT  B 


October  15,  2009 


Via  Email  and  U.S.  Mail 
Public  Records  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Public  Records  Officer 

San  Francisco  Recreation  & Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge  Annex,  Golden  Gate  Park 

501  Stanyan  Street,  2nd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Re:  Records  Request  Pursuant  to  California  Public  Records  Act  (Govt. 

Code  §§  6250-6270)  and  San  Francisco’s  Sunshine  Ordinance 

Dear  Public  Records  Officers: 

On  behalf  of  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  I am  writing  to  request  certain  records  in 
the  possession  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records 
Act,  Govt.  Code  §§  6250-6270)  and  San  Francisco’s  Sunshine  Ordinance,  Section  67. 

Specifically,  we  are  requesting  to  review  all  records1  in  the  City’s  possession  regarding 
any  environmental  review  or  environmental  assessment  of  the  potential  environmental 
and  human  health  impacts  of  installing  artificial  turf  playing  fields.  We  understand  that 
such  documents  may  be  in  the  possession  of  several  city  departments  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  the  Recreation  & Parks  Department,  the  Planning  Department,  the  Department 
of  Public  Health,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  We  include  in  this  request  any 
documents,  notes,  or  other  records  (as  defined  in  this  letter)  that  were  used  in  or  produced 
during  the  City’s  review  of  the  applicability  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  Public  Res.  Code  §§  21000  el  seq.,  to  any  projects  to  install  artificial  turf 
playing  fields  in  San  Francisco. 


1 "Records,"  as  used  in  this  request,  includes  all  documents;  correspondence;  agency 
guidelines  and  policies;  memoranda;  agency  Memoranda  of  Understanding;  notices; 
comments  and  responses  to  comments;  biological,  scientific  and  other  studies;  reports; 
environmental  analyses;  surveys;  timelines;  charts;  graphs;  maps;  analyses;  data;  meeting 
minutes  and  agendas;  distribution  lists;  notes  and  transcripts  of  meetings  and 
conversations;  and  any  other  relevant  information,  whether  in  hard  copy  or 
electronic/computer  format. 


GOLDEN  GATE  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

2530  San  Pablo  Avonuo,  Suite  G Berkeley,  California  94702 

pliunc  510.843.2222  /.n  510.843.5351  .</>  www.goldengateaudubon.org 
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We  ask  that  you  promptly  respond  and  make  these  records  available  to  GGAS  by 
providing  a place  and  time  for  inspection  and/or  providing  copies  in  paper  or  electronic 
format.  To  reduce  waste,  we  would  prefer  to  receive  files  in  an  electronic  format 
(preferably  Adobe  PDF)  on  a Windows  compatible  compact  disk  or  DVD  and  will  gladly 
reimburse  the  City  the  cost  of  the  disk  media. 

GGAS  is  a 501(c)(3)  tax-exempt  non-profit  organization  that  seeks  this  information  for 
public  interest  use  and  not  for  commercial  use.  To  the  extent  that  the  City  intends  to 
charge  for  the  duplication  of  any  records,  we  request  that  fees  associated  with  the  search 
and  review  of  the  records  be  waived.  If  your  office  is  unable  to  waive  these  fees  and 
costs,  please  provide  an  estimate  of  costs  to  our  office  with  your  response  before 
undertaking  the  review.  If  necessary,  we  can  inspect  the  documents  at  the  City’s  offices 
and  scan  them  using  our  own  equipment. 

To  the  extent  that  a portion  of  the  information  that  GGAS  has  requested  is  exempt  by 
express  provision  of  law,  please  segregate  and  delete  that  material  in  accordance  with  the 
statute  so  that  the  remainder  of  the  information  may  be  provided  to  satisfy  our  request 
pursuant  to  Govt.  Code  § 6257.  If  you  determine  that  an  express  provision  of  law 
exempts  from  disclosure  all  or  a portion  of  the  material  we  have  requested,  please 
provide  us  with  a determination  and  notification  of  the  reason  therefore  no  later  than  10 
days  from  your  receipt  of  this  request  pursuant  to  Govt.  Code  § 6256. 

If  you  would  like  more  information  about  the  issues  raised  above  or  would  like  to  discuss 
our  comments,  please  contact  me  at  (510)  843-6551. 


Thank  you, 


Michael  Lynes 
Conservation  Director 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 


Cc:  Peter  Brastow,  Nature  in  the  City 
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Noreen  Weeden  <nweeden@goldengateaudubon.org> 


San  Francisco  Recreation  & Parks  Department  artificial 

turf  conversion  projects 


Brett  Bollinger  <Brett.Boilinger@sfgov.org>  Thu,  Nov  12,  2009  at  11:13  AM 

To:  Noreen  Weeden  <nweeden@goldengateaudubon.org> 


In  response  to  the  Records  Request  (October  15,  2009)  for  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department's  (PD)  possession  regarding  any  environmental  review  or 
environmental  assessment  of  the  potential  environmental  and  human  health 
impacts  of  installing  artificial  turf  playing  fields,  the  PD  has  not 
conducted  any  CEQA  analysis  on  the  potential  impacts  of  installing 
artificial  playing  fields.  The  extent  of  the  PD  involvement  with  the 
installation  of  artificial  turf  has  come  through  CEQA  exemption  stamps  to 
General  Plan  Referrals  requesting  the  change  to  artificial  turf.  No 
environmental  review  or  analysis  was  conducted  for  CEQA  exemption  stamps  in 
regards  to  the  potential  impacts  of  replacing  natural  turf  with  artificial 
turf. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  directly  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding 
this  request. 

Thanks, 

Brett  Bollinger,  LEED-AP 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department-  MEA 
1650  Mission  Street  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
t:  415-575-9024  f:  415-558-6409 


Noreen  Weeden 
<nweeden@goldenga 

teaudubon.orq>  To 

brett,bolllnqer@sfqov.orq 
11/11/2009  12:38  cc 

PM 

Subject 

Re:  San  Francisco  Recreation  & 

Parks  Department  artificial  turf 
conversion  projects 

[Quoted  text  hidden] 

(See  attached  file:  091014  - GGAS  PRA  to  SF  re  Artificial  Turf  dl  fll.pdf) 

m 091 01 4_-_GG AS_PRA_to_SF_re  Artificial  Turf  dl  (1j.pdf 
187K 
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EXHIBIT  D 


SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


January  9,  2008 

Yomi  Agunbiade 
Director 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 
McClaren  Lodge,  501  Stanyan  St. 

San  Francisco,  California  94117 

RE:  Use  of  synthetic  turf  on  City  athletic  fields 

Dear  Yomi: 

I am  writing  to  you  in  regard  to  the  increasing  concerns  over  potential  human  health  and  environmental  impacts 
of  using  synthetic  turf  on  City  athletic  fields.  As  you  know,  the  City  of  San  Francisco — and  the  Department  of 
Recreation  & Parks,  in  particular — have  a history  of  adopting  a precautionary  approach.  In  this  regard,  I would 
like  to  applaud  your  department’s  instrumental  role  in  reducing  pesticide  use  by  70%  over  the  past  10  years,  and 
in  implementing  measures  to  safeguard  our  children  from  exposure  to  arsenic  treated  wood.  I would  also  like  to 
thank  you  for  RPD’s  continued  support  of  recycling  and  waste  reduction  at  City  parks  and  recreation  centers. 

Natural  grass  represents  a particular  management  challenge  when  it  comes  to  reducing  pesticide  and  water  use. 
At  various  events  organized  by  the  city  wide  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program,  questions  were  posed  on  the 
appropriateness  of  synthetic  turf  as  an  alternative  to  natural  grass  turf  for  high-intensity  uses,  such  as  athletic 
fields.  As  a consequence,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  conducted  some  background  research  on  existing 
scientific  literature,  as  well  as  conducting  its  own  study  on  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  synthetic  turf 
installations.  I am  summarizing  the  research  for  you  here  in  hopes  that  it  may  inform  your  decision-making 
regarding  the  selection  and  installation  of  synthetic  turf. 

Environmental  issues: 

SFE  commissioned  its  own  review  of  published  studies  on  environmental  issues  related  to  synthetic  turf1,  with 
particular  attention  to  a study  published  by  the  California  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazards  Assessment 
(OEHHA)2.  SFE  also  conducted  its  own  tests  of  representative  products,  specifically  looking  for  the  presence 
of  brominated  flame  retardants  and  heavy  metals3.  I have  already  sent  these  reports  under  separate  cover.  I am 
summarizing  below  some  of  our  key  conclusions  from  this  research: 


1 San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment.  December,  2007.  Synthetic  turf  versus  natural  turf  for  playing  fields.  Report 
prepared  by  Dr.  Phillip  Dickey,  Senior  Scientist,  Washington  Toxics  Coalition.  Available  on  request 

i Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment.  2007.  Evaluation  of  health  effects  of  recycled  waste  tires  in  playground  and 
track  products.  Contractors  report  to  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board. 
http://wvAV.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/Tires/62206013.pdf 

3 San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment.  December,  2007.  Occurrence  of  Bromine,  Lead,  and  Zinc  in  Synthetic  Turf 
Components.  Report  prepared  by  Dr.  Phillip  Dickey,  Senior  Scientist,  Washington  Toxics  Coalition.  Available  on  request 
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1 . SFE  recognizes  potential  environmental  advantages  and  disadvantages  from  synthetic  turf  use. 
Potential  advantages  include  reduced  use  of  pesticides,  lower  water  use,  and  reduced  use  of  gasoline- 
powered  maintenance  equipment.  Potential  disadvantages  include  higher  climate  change  impact, 
lack  of  recyclability  at  the  end  of  product  life,  and  heat  island  effects.  The  latter  issue  may  not  be 
relevant  in  prevailing  San  Francisco  weather. 

2.  SFE  recognizes  that  human  health  risks  are  minimal  from  exposure  to  the  crumb  rubber  infill 
used  with  synthetic  turf  products,  according  to  the  OEHHA  study* *  4.  This  study  found  that  a minor 
risk  to  children  may  exist  after  12  years  of  hand-to-mouth  exposure  of  synthetic  turf  infill  materials. 
This  risk  estimate  (2.9  cases  per  million  people)  is  slightly  higher  than  the  di  minimis  risk  level  of  1 
case  per  one  million  established  by  OEHHA5.  Further  review  of  these  data  by  the  Environmental 
Health  Section  of  the  City  Department  of  Public  Health  is  recommended.  SFE’s  own  tests  found  no 
evidence  of  brominated  flame  retardants — persistent  bio-accumulative  chemicals  of  particular 
concern — in  the  synthetic  turf  yams  or  infill.  Still,  we  also  recognize  that  reference  doses  have  not 
been  established  for  all  of  the  chemical  constituents  in  these  products,  and  a precautionary  approach 
is  appropriate.  Until  more  complete  data  is  available,  the  use  of  synthetic  turf  should  be  confined 
to  the  sites  where  its  benefits  are  maximized,  such  as  heavily  used  athletic  fields. 

3.  SFE  is  concerned  that  there  is  currently  no  system  available  to  recycle  used  synthetic  turf,  even 
though  most  of  the  products  are  composed  of  polyethylene,  an  easily  recyclable  plastic.  In  keeping 
with  the  Extended  Producer  Responsibility  Resolution  (February  23, 2006),  SFE  wishes  to  require 
manufacturers  to  take  responsibility  for  the  products  at  end  of  life,  thereby  encouraging  better 
product  design.  When  companies  are  responsible  for  ensuring  their  products  are  recycled 
responsibly,  and  when  health  and  environmental  costs  are  included  in  the  product  price,  there's  a 
strong  incentive  for  producers  to  design — and  consumers  to  purchase— goods  that  are  more  durable, 
easier  to  recycle,  and  less  toxic.  For  these  reasons,  we  recommend  requiring  that  synthetic  turf 
vendors  guarantee  take  back  of  the  product  at  end  of  life,  and  provide  documentation  that  the 
product  is  recycled  within  a specified  time  after  removal. 

4.  SFE  recommends  that  RPD  specify  the  use  of  recycled  content  materials  in  the  manufacturing 
of  artificial  turf  pursuant  to  Section  6.4(b)  of  the  Administrative  Code  (Public  Works  Construction 
- Use  of  Recycled  Content  Materials).  This  post-consumer  recycled  content  requirement  should 
apply  not  only  to  the  infill  material — which  is  largely  composed  of  recycled  crumb  rubber — but  also 
to  the  artificial  grass  fibers,  which  are  usually  manufactured  from  polyethylene. 

5.  SFE  recognizes  the  potential  for  aquatic  toxicity  from  synthetic  turf  leachate3,  but  also  notes  that 
leachate  concentrations  will  not  approach  levels  of  concern  in  normal  installations  above  water  table. 
Synthetic  turf  installations  should  be  restricted  to  areas  that  are  not  prone  to  flooding,  and  include 
properly  installed  subsurface  drainage  systems. 

6.  There  are  several  other  potential  health-related  issues  related  to  synthetic  turf  that  are  outside  the 
scope  of  our  reviews,  including  differences  in  sports  injuries  on  synthetic  turf  vs.  natural  turf,  and 
the  potential  for  spreading  methicillin-resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus  (MRSA)  among  players.  The 


* Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment.  2007.  Evaluation  of  health  effects  of  recycled  waste  tires  In  playground  and 

track  products.  ContraQtors  report  to  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board. 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/Tires/62206013.pdf 

5 OEHHA.  2006.  A Guide  to  Health  Risk  Assessment,  available  at  www.oehha.ca.gov/pdf/HRSguide2001.pdf 
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connection  between  synthetic  turf  use  and  MRSA  infections  appears  controversial6;  while 
researchers  agree  that  turf  bums  could  make  infections  easier,  they  generally  cite  player-to-player 
contact  as  the  primary  method  of  transmission  potentially  occurring  off  the  field  where  more  player- 
to-player  contact  expected  such  locker  rooms,  whirlpools  and  tlirough  the  sharing  of  towels,  water 
bottles,  and  shower  rooms.  Nevertheless,  at  least  one  company  is  now  promoting  a disinfectant 
product  specifically  intended  for  MRSA  on  synthetic  turf  fields.  It  is  our  understanding  that  RPD 
does  not  currently  use  a disinfectant  or  other  chemicals  in  the  maintenance  of  its  synthetic  turf  fields. 
Use  of  such  disinfectants  on  San  Francisco  fields  in  the  future  could  represent  a significant  potential 
environmental  impact,  therefore  we  recommend  that  any  decision  to  use  disinfectants  or  chemicals 
on  synthetic  fields  should  be  reviewed  carefully  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health. 

Recommendations: 

• Create  transparent  selection  criteria  for  determining  which  playing  fields  will  have  synthetic  turf 
installed.  These  criteria  should  include  the  selection  of  sites  that  are  not  prone  to  flooding. 

• Confine  installations  of  synthetic  turf  to  the  sites  where  its  other  benefits  are  maximized. 

• Due  to  the  need  for  information  regarding  potentially  toxic  constituents,  require  full  ingredients 
disclosure  from  manufacturers. 

® If  hand-to-mouth  exposure  by  children  can  be  reasonably  expected,  post  signs  reminding  parents  to 
wash  children’s  hands  after  play. 

• Due  to  concerns  over  end-of-life  disposal,  require  that  synthetic  turf  vendors  guarantee  take  back  of 
the  product  at  end  of  life,  and  provide  documentation  that  the  product  is  recycled. 

• Pursuant  to  the  ordinance  regarding  the  use  of  recycled  content  materials  in  Public  Works 
construction,  SFE  recommends  that  post-consumer  recycled  content  materials  be  specified  in  the 
manufacturing  of  all  components  comprising  artificial  turf. 

• Do  not  permit  the  use  of  disinfectants  on  synthetic  turf  areas  without  full  review  by  the  Department 
of  Public  Health. 

• Obtain  comments  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  both  the  potential  water 
conservation  benefits  and  the  leaching  concerns  associated  with  synthetic  turf  products. 

• Obtain  comments  from  the  DPH  Environmental  Health  Section  on  the  human  health  risks  discussed 
above. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  or  Dr.  Chris  Geiger  of  my  staff  (415-355-3759)  if  you  have  any  questions. 


6 Begier  et  al.  2004.  A High-Morbidity  Outbreak  of  Metbicillin-Resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus  among  Players  on  a College  Football 
Team,  Facilitated  by  Cosmetic  Body  Shaving  and  Turf  Burns.  Clinical  Infections  Diseases  2004;  39:1446-53  (15  November) 


Best  regards. 


Director 
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LETTERS  OF  SUPPORT  FOR  EIR 


March  15,  2010 


Mr.  Don  Lewis 

Major  Environmental  Analysis 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

SUBJECT:  EIR  for  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Soccer  Fields  / Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  project 
Dear  Mr.  Lewis: 

The  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  is  dedicated  to  the  preservation  and  protection  of  existing  mature 
trees  in  our  parks,  civic  centers  and  on  our  neighborhood  streets,  since  2000.  SFTC  has  worked  with 
individuals,  environmental  organizations,  city  departments,  and  city  government  to  further  the 
preservation  of  the  health  of  the  urban  forests  mature  trees. 

SFTC  was  instrumental  in  gathering  strong  support  and  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  fund 
and  establish  the  City’s  Urban  Forestry  Council,  and  was  an  appointed  founding  member  for  8 years. 

This  project  is  located  at  the  Beach  Chalet  soccer  fields,  in  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  We 
are  concerned  to  learn  that  the  construction  proposal  will  remove  at  least  65  trees,  including  many  which 
could  be  considered  significant,  that  is,  with  a DBH  (diameter  at  breast  height)  of  12”  or  greater.  Our 
understanding  is  that  construction  of  this  project  could  also  damage  the  remaining  trees  in  this  area.  We 
understand  the  occasional  need  to  remove  an  individual  tree  that  is  so  badly  damaged  that  it  poses  a 
hazard,  but  this  project  is  different. 

The  trees  in  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park  create  a protective  micro  climate  that  allows  a diverse 
variety  of  other  tree  species  to  survive.  Removal  of  existing  trees  and  damage  to  the  remaining  trees 
can  affect  the  rest  of  the  Park  by  removing  this  protective  windbreak. 

Also,  as  defenders  of  trees  and  the  vital  place  they  have  in  the  landscape,  we  are  aware  that  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan  recommends  that  the  original  design  of  the  Park  be  followed  in  all  decisions 
about  new  projects.  This  design  states  that  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  to  be  “treated  as  a 
woodland  or  forest,  with  all  of  the  hills  and  ridges  more  or  less  heavily  timbered  and  the  valleys  covered 
with  lower-growing  shrubs  or  fields  grasses.”  Within  this  landscape,  there  is  a multistory  landscape. 
“Much  of  the  park  landscape  is  characterized  by  a multistory  or  layered  landscape  with  small  shrubs  and 
understory  at  the  bottom,  large  shrubs  and  smaller  trees  as  a middle  layer,  and  tall  canopy  trees 
providing  an  overstory... .A  healthy  multistory  landscape  is  important  to  preserve  the  park’s  design 
character.”  (GGPMP  p.  4-5)  The  insertion  of  a large,  rectilinear  soccer  complex  does  not  fit  with  this 
design  and  will  diminish  the  feeling  for  nature  that  a meadow  surrounded  by  trees  can  provide. 

We  encourage  you  to  perform  a full  Environmental  Impact  Report  so  that  the  public  can  understand  the 
full  impact  of  this  project  and  so  that  Golden  Gate  Park  and  its  significant  trees  can  be  preserved. 


Executive  Director 
2310  Powell  Street,  #305 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
sftreecouncil@dslextreme.com 
415  982  8793 


Sincerely, 


San  Francisco  Amateur  Astronomers 
P.O.  Box  15097 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


Jan.  28,  2010 

SF  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Re:  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields 

Dear  Recreation  and  Park  Commissioners, 

I am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  San  Francisco  Amateur  Astronomers,  an  association  of  over 
250  families  and  individuals  in  San  Francisco  and  surrounding  communities  who  share  a 
common  interest  and  commitment  to  public  awareness,  appreciation,  and  enjoyment  of 
all  aspects  of  astronomy.  Our  membership  consists  of  people  from  all  walks  of  life, 
educational  backgrounds,  and  ages. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  lighting  proposed  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Field 
conversion  plan  will  have  a severe  impact  on  the  dark-sky  resource  along  the  San 
Francisco  ocean  coast.  The  proposal  will  greatly  increase  light  trespass  on  adjacent 
properties  and,  most  likely,  significantly  increase  artificial  sky  glow  in  the  northwestern 
portion  of  the  city — major  issues  given  its  location  less  than  a mile  from  the  city’s 
premier  publicly-accessible  astronomical  observing  sites. 

SFAA  does  not  believe  that  the  environmental  impact  of  this  plan  has  been  adequately 
considered  and  believes  the  following  actions  should  be  undertaken  before  the  conversion 
plan  proceeds  to  ensure  one  of  city’s  last  dark-sky  resources  is  protected: 

Investigate  the  project’s  lighting  plan  to  determine  the  actual  amount  of  direct 
uplight  that  would  be  emitted  at  or  above  90°  above  nadir  from  any  luminaires. 

Investigate  the  total  luminous  flux  reflected  upward  from  the  field  surfaces.  Since 
the  fields  are  so  large  and  are  to  be  lit  so  brightly,  light  reflecting  up  into  the  sky 
off  the  field  surfaces  themselves  may  become  one  of  the  brightest  single  sources 
of  uplight  in  the  area. 

- Provide  simulations  of  the  night  time  appearance  of  the  project  based  on  actual 
existing  conditions  to  represent  the  full  visual  impact  of  the  project — including 
the  actual  amount  of  artificial  sky  glow  directly  above  the  complex. 
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- The  lighting  plan  should  be  reviewed  by  experts  in  the  area  of  dark-sky 
protection,  light  pollution  mitigation,  and  effects  of  night  lighting  on  wildlife  and 
ecology.  Given  the  project’s  close  proximity  to  National  Park  Service  properties, 
National  Park  Service  staff  experts  on  light  pollution  should  be  engaged  to  review 
die  project  and  die  full  technical  details  of  the  lighting  plan,  and  have  then- 
recommendations  for  mitigation  included  in  the  project  plan. 

- Calculate  and  demonstrate  the  effect  of  both  direct  and  reflected  uplight  on  both 
zenith  sky  darkness  and  darkness  in  the  low  southern  sky  as  seen  from  Land’s 
End,  Sutro  Heights  Park,  and  other  areas.  Such  calculations  are  essential  for 
determining  what  field  lighting  brightness  could  preserve  the  sky  darkness  in  the 
surrounding  areas,  or  whether  field  lighting  ought  to  be  included  in  the  project  at 
all. 

SFAA  requests  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  put  this  project  on  hold  so  that 
the  above  issues  can  be  investigated  and  resolved  before  proceeding.  We  also  request  that 
a full  Environmental  Impact  Report  be  prepared  covering  all  aspects  of  the  project, 
including  impacts  on  night  sky  quality. 

We  would  like  to  work  with  the  project’s  planners  and  assist  them  in  bringing  the  project 
to  fruition  with  an  appropriate  lighting  scheme  that  preserves  our  dark  skies  for  future 
generations  and  also  enhances  the  use  of  the  park  as  a whole. 

Maintaining  the  ability  of  both  amateur  astronomers  and  the  public  at  large  to  observe 
astronomical  items  in  the  night  sky,  both  with  the  unaided  eye,  and  with  telescopes  and 
binoculars  is  of  crucial  importance  to  SFAA.  San  Francisco  suffers  from  severe  and  ever- 
increasing  artificial  sky  glow  due  to  the  amount  of  stray  light  shined  into  the  night  sky 
from  various  sources,  including  the  city’s  tens  of  thousands  of  inadequately  shielded 
streetlights  and  security  floodlights.  Upward-directed  light  does  not  contribute  to  public 
safety  or  comfort,  but  only  wastes  energy  and  blankets  the  city  in  an  all-night  twilight 
glow  that  blots  out  otherwise-visible  features  of  the  cosmos. 

Fortunately,  a number  of  locations  along  San  Francisco’s  ocean  coast  enjoy  a level  of  sky 
darkness  sufficient  for  astronomical  observation.  This  is  due  to  the  city’s  geography  with 
unlit  ocean  on  two  sides,  the  city’s  land  use  patterns  in  which  urban  density  (and 
corresponding  outdoor  lighting  intensity)  is  much  lower  near  the  coastal  areas  than 
toward  the  urban  center,  and  to  the  fact  that  much  of  the  coastal  strip  was  set  aside  by 
previous  generations  as  undeveloped  parkland. 

These  locations  include  Land’s  End,  Sutro  Heights  Park,  Lincoln  Park,  and  much  of 
Ocean  Beach.  Land’s  End  serves  as  the  core  of  the  city’s  dark-sky  zone,  and  the  SFAA 
holds  monthly  observing  sessions  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  Land’s  End.  In  addition, 
individual  astronomers  carry  out  telescopic  and  unaided-eye  observing  in  these  locations 
and  many  residents  of  the  western  neighborhoods  enjoy  the  night  sky  and  view 
astronomical  objects  from  their  own  yards. 


A fortuitous  characteristic  of  the  locations  noted  above  is  the  darkness  of  the 
southwestern  and  western  sky,  since  many  galaxies,  nebulas,  and  star  clusters  are  only 
visible  in  the  low  southern  sky  as  seen  from  San  Francisco’s  latitude.  Sky  darkness  in 
these  sections  of  the  sky  is  very  rare  elsewhere  in  the  inner  bay  area.  As  a result,  these 
locations  are  the  last  dark-sky  locations  in  the  city  and  could  be  severely  and  negatively 
impacted  by  the  conversion  plan. 

The  sky  darkness  along  the  ocean  coast  is  a valuable  cultural,  aesthetic,  and  scientific 
resource  for  city  and  bay  area  residents,  and  a key  element  in  the  ability  of  SFAA  to 
continue  its  mission  to  educate  city  residents,  including  families  and  youth,  about  the 
fascinating  universe  in  which  we  live. 


Sincerely,  ^ 

David  Frey 

President,  San  Francisco  Amateur  Astronomers 


Cc:  Supervisor  Eric  Mar,  District  1 

Supervisor  Carmen  Chu,  District  4 
Supervisor  Ross  Mirkarimi,  District  5 

Philip  Ginsburg,  General  Manager,  SF  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

John  Rahaim,  Planning  Director,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Jim  Lazarus,  President,  Recreation  & Parks  Commission 

Dan  Mauer,  Capital  Improvements  Division,  San  Francisco  Recreation  & Parks 

Department 

Bill  Wycko,  Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Tamara  Williams,  Park  Physical  Scientist,  Golden  Gate  National  Parks 

Peter  Brastow,  Nature  in  the  City 

Pinky  Kushner  and  Becky  Evans,  Sierra  Club 

Julie  Bums,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond 

Mary  Anne  Miller,  SF  Ocean  Edge 

Jake  Sigg,  California  Native  Plant  Society 

Patrick  Hannan,  City  Fields  Foundation 

Marc  Duffett,  Sunset  Parkside  Education  and  Action  Committee 
Kathy  Howard,  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance 
Wendy  Miller,  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 
George  Wooding,  West  of  Twin  Peaks  Central  Council 
Libby  Benedict,  Friends  of  Rossi  Park 


January  15,  2010 

Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

RE:  Request  for  an  EIR  Regarding  Proposed  Expansion  of 

Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields 

Dear  Commissioners: 

San  Francisco  Beautiful  is  a non-profit  urban  design  and  beautification  organization  dedicated  to 
creating,  enhancing,  and  protecting  the  unique  beauty  and  livability  of  San  Francisco.  We  have  a 
procedural  objection  to  the  current  process  of  public  review  and  approval  for  the  expansion  of 
the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  as  proposed  by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department. 

We  understand  that  the  Planning  Department  issued  an  exemption  for  this  project  horn  the 
normal  review  process  required  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Given  the 
scope  and  potential  massive  impact  of  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  project,  we  feel  this 
exemption  was  not  appropriate.  We  ask  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  delay  approval 
of  the  project  and  direct  the  Department  to  perform  a full  Environmental  Impact  Report.  This 
report  will  determine  the  impact  this  project  will  have  on  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  whether  or  not  the  project  fits  into  the  adopted  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  In  addition, 
due  to  the  scope  of  this  project,  we  ask  that  a thorough  city  wide  notification  of  the  Beach  Chalet 
Soccer  Fields  project  be  implemented  so  the  public  has  the  opportunity  to  leam  about  the  plans 
and  respond  if  necessary. 

We  thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  on  these  matters. 

Best  regards, 


Sheila  Kolenc 

Interim  Executive  Director 


Cc:  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom 

San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
SF  Ocean  Edge 
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San  Francisco  Tomorrow 


Since  1970,  Working  to  Protect  the  Urban  Environment 


December  16,  2009 

Recreation  and  Parks  Commission 
McLaren  Lodge 
Golden  Gate  Park 

Re  Need  for  environmental  evaluation  of  replacement  of  natural  grass 
athletic  fields  with  artificial  turf  throughout  San  Francisco,  including 
Golden  Gate  Park 


Dear  Commissioners: 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  passed  the  following 
resolution: 

Be  it  resolved,  that  SFT  supports  the  development  of  a cumulative 
environmental  assessment  of  the  replacement  of  natural  with  artificial  turf  in 
playing  fields  throughout  San  Francisco  prior  to  any  new  installations,  to 
investigate  issues  including,  but  not  limited  to: 

• Public  health  and  safety  concerns  related  to  artificial  turf; 

• Loss  of  habitat  value  in  our  city  parks; 

• Impact  on  birds  of  stadium  lighting; 

• Impact  on  adjacent  neighboihoods  of  late  night  sporting  events. 

Be  it  further  resolved,  that  SFT  supports  renovation  of  playing  fields  with 
natural  turf  and  without  lights  while  the  environmental  assessment  is  being 
conducted. 


Mary  Anne  Miller 
Member  of  the  Board 
415  661-0126 


President 


>/ 


Will  you  want  to  live  in  San  Francisco  - tomorrow? 

41  Sutter  Street.  Suite  1579  . Sail  Francisco  CA  94104-4903  . (415)  566-7050 

Recycled  Papa 


Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

December  1,  2009 

RE:  Proposed  Expansion  of  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields: 

Request  for  an  EIR  and  consideration  of  other  factors  involved  in  this  project 

Dear  Commissioners: 

The  Sierra  Club  is  concerned  to  learn  that  there  is  a proposal  to  expand  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  in 
the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  As  we  understand  it,  the  project  will  contain  an  enlargement  of  the 
existing  fields  and  the  developed  area  around  them,  the  installation  of  artificial  turf,  the  installation  of  bright 
lighting  for  night  games,  the  expansion  of  the  existing  parking  lot  with  additional  night  lighting,  and  the  possible 
resurfacing  of  the  paths  to  Ocean  Beach,  with  the  addition  of  more  lights. 

Features  of  this  project  that  concern  us  are  the  environmental  impacts  of: 

• Impact  on  park  vegetation: 

o Loss  of  a meadow  with  grass  and  other  vegetation— artificial  tuft  is  akin  to  paving; 
o Loss  of  topsoil  that  has  been  carefully  built  up  over  the  years  to  stabilize  the  sand  dunes; 
o Outright  loss  of  some  of  the  surrounding  screening  trees  that  provide  shelter  for  the  current 
fields  and  a windbreak  for  Golden  Gate  Park; 

o Impact  of  the  construction  on  the  root  systems  of  the  remaining  trees,  possible  leading  to  their 
decline  and  loss; 

o Increase  in  paving  in  Golden  Gate  Park  for  the  fields,  the  parking  and  the  path  to  Ocean  Beach, 
contrary  to  stated  Department  goals  of  removing  paving  from  the  Park. 

• Impact  on  wildlife: 

o Impact  on  habitat  for  birds,  mammals,  and  insects.  The  areas  around  the  soccer  fields  are  being 
planted  with  native  plants;  one  purpose  is  to  provide  both  food  and  shelter  for  wildlife.  This 
habitat  will  be  degraded  by  this  large  development; 
o Impact  of  intense  night  lighting  on  an  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  that  has  been  naturally  dark 
since  it  was  established.  Fog  can  increase  the  amount  of  light  reflected  from  this  type  of 
lighting.  Since  this  part  of  San  Francisco  is  known  for  its  fog,  the  potential  is  great  for  light 
pollution  from  the  field  lights.  Birds,  mammals,  and  the  insects  they  feed  on,  can  be  negatively 
affected  by  extensive  night  lighting. 

• Encouragement  of  the  use  of  cars: 

o Relatively  remote  location  from  many  residents  that  will  require  that  they  drive  to  this  location, 
increasing  vehicular  traffic  both  within  Golden  Gate  Park  and  through  the  neighborhoods, 
o The  addition  of  a championship  field  that  will  attract  players  and  spectators  from  a variety  of 
locations,  both  in  and  outside  of  San  Francisco.  The  distance  of  the  fields  from  the  mass  transit 
hubs  will  encourage  players  and  spectators  to  drive  to  this  location. 

Sierra  Club  San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 

2530  San  Pablo  Ave.  Suite  I,  Berkeley,  CA  94702-2000 


• Use  of  artificial  turf: 

o Installation  of  artificial  turf  with  its  human  health  implications  and  environmental  non- 
sustainability. 

Not  every  impact  can  be  measured  in  terms  of  quantitative  analysis.  For  example,  a fast  food  restaurant 
on  Half  Dome  might  or  might  not  have  an  environmental  impact,  but  it  would  have  an  aesthetic  one  that  would 
impair  the  visitor's  ability  to  experience  nature  directly.  This  project  must  also  be  evaluated  in  those  terms  - 
what  will  be  the  impact  on  those  people  who  come  to  Ocean  Beach  to  view  the  sunset  and  encroaching 
darkness?  Will  this  project  destroy  the  feelings  of  wildness  for  those  people  who  like  to  walk  on  a dark  beach  at 
dusk  or  to  enjoy  the  contrast  of  a fire  ring  to  the  surrounding  darkness?  What  will  be  the  effect  of  the  intense 
lighting  on  the  Dark  Sky  areas  around  this  project,  for  night  viewing  of  the  stars? 

The  Sierra  Club  supports  active  recreation.  However,  there  are  other  benefits  from  parkland  that  are 
also  of  equal  value  to  both  youth  and  adults.  Many  young  people  in  our  cities  are  considered  nature-deprived. 
Our  youth  deserve  the  opportunity  to  enjoy  the  natural  landscape  without  the  intrusion  of  built  elements  and 
artificial  lighting. 

To  our  knowledge,  no  EIR  has  been  performed  for  this  project.  Previously,  we  requested  an  EIR  on  the 
affects  of  artificial  turf  for  all  fields  in  San  Francisco.  In  this  case,  an  EIR  should  be  performed  to  examine  not 
only  the  effects  of  the  artificial  turf,  but  also  the  impact  of  the  entire  project,  before  it  proceeds  further. 

Recommendations 

We  ask  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  commission  consider  these  issues  and  do  the  following: 

• Direct  the  Recreation  and  Park  department  to  perform  an  EIR  for  the  project; 

• Implement  city-wide  notification  for  this  project;  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean  Beach  are  parks  for  all 
San  Franciscans  and  they  deserve  to  know  what  is  planned; 

• Consider  the  affect  that  this  project  will  have  on  the  natural  landscape  of  the  western  end  of  Golden 
Gate  Park  and  on  the  enjoyment  of  Ocean  Beach. 

We  look  forward  to  hearing  from  the  Commission  on  these  issues. 

Sincerely, 


Becky  Evans,  Chair,  Sierra  Club  San  Francisco  Group 
Pinky  Kushner,  Executive  Committee,  San  Francisco  Group 
cc:  General  Manager 


Sierra  Club  San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 
2530  San  Pablo  Ave.  Suite  I,  Berkeley,  CA  94702-2000 
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Coalition  to  Save  Ocean  BeacSi/Friends  of  Sutro  Park 

A Coalition  of  Groups  devoted  to  improving  the  Parklands  & City 
P.O.  Box  210161,  San  Francisco,  CA  94121-0161 
Telephone  (415)  387-1305 


Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

December  17,  2009 

RE:  Proposed  Expansion  of  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields: 

Request  for  an  EIR  and  consideration  of  other  factors  involved  in  this  project 

Dear  Commissioners: 

Our  groups  urge  you  to  stop  the  rush  to  develop  this  program  and  to  allow  time  for  full  public 
involvement  and  input  and  to  complete  an  Environmental  Impact  Report.  We  have  been  informed 
that  the  need  for  an  EIR  was  waved  about  two  years  ago  and  this  has  come  to  public  knowledge 
only  recently. 

We  support  the  issues  and  concerns  that  haved  been  presented  to  you  in: 

1.  The  SPEAK  document:  Artificial  Turf  Soccer  Fields  in  Golden  Gate  Park?,  and,  SPEAK 
letter  to  Rec  Park  dated  November  22,  2009. 

2.  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  letter  to  Don  Mauer  and  Bill  Wycko  dated 
December  9,  2009. 

3.  The  Sierra  Club  letter  to  Rec  Park  dated  December  1,  2009. 

4.  The  SF  Ocean  Edge  statement  on  Outreach  Issues,  and  Environmental  Issues. 

At  our  meeting  on  December  14,  2009.  we  devoted  major  time  on  our  agenda  to  this  matter,  and 
learned  of  the  wide  range  of  public  policy  concerns  involved.  Apart  from  a previous  report  at  a PAR 
meeting  and  an  article  in  the  Richmond  Review,  most  of  us  haave  had  little  irtfdrmation  until  now, 
although  we  are  long-time  active  citizens  the  area  (we  facilitated  the  saving  of  Parcel  4 from 
development).  This  is  symptomatic  of  the  lack  os  public  involvement  in  such  an  important,  serious 
change  in  city  policy.  The  proposal  is  at  odds  with  the  GGP  Master  Plan. 

Our  long-time  and  regular  concerns  include  preservation  of  the  City  and  Federal  narklands  as 
nature  preserves,  dark  skies,  protection  of  wild  life  and  natural  landscape,  free  access  to  the 
public,  especially  children  during  daylight  hours,  and  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a refuge  for  all  of  San 
Francisco,  not  a theme  park  for  the  greater  Bay  Area. 

This  proposal  neeH<  an  FIR  and  amnio  nnblir  Inwnlwnmont 


.'ch: 


Ch.'-ty’  C Arnold 


Commission  of  Animal  Control  and  Welfare 


COMMISSIONERS 

Sally  Stephens 
Chairperson 

Andrea  Brooks 

Vice-Chair 

Philip  Gcrrie 

Secretary 

David  Gordon,  DVM 
Commissioner 


Laurie  Routhier 
Commissioner 


Angela  L.  Padilla 
Commissioner 


Pam  Hemphill 
Commissioner 


department 

REPRESENTATIVES 

Vicky  Guldbech 

Animal  Care  & Control 

William  Herndon 
Police  Department 

Bob  Palacio 
Recreation  & Park 
Department 


Pliil  Ginsburg 

General  Manager 

Recreation  and  Parks  Department 

McLaren  Lodge  & Annex 

501  Stanyan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

The  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission  met  on  January  14,  2010  and  discussed  the 
potential  impact  on  wildlife  of  the  soccer  field  complex  proposed  for  the  western  end  of 
Golden  Gate  Park.  The  presentations  made  at  the  meeting  and  the  public  comment  that 
followed  all  expressed  concerns  about  various  aspects  of  this  sports  complex  including 
the  artificial  turf,  the  night  lighting,  the  large  amount  of  paving,  the  increased  traffic,  the 
groundwater  drainage  into  the  sewer,  the  fencing  and  the  loss  of  habitat.  Wildlife  that  live 
in  the  park  and  migratory  wildlife  that  utilize  the  park  on  their  seasonal  journeys  have  not 
received  consideration  in  the  evaluation  done  regarding  this  project.  This  large  site 
provides  important  habitat  for  birds  and  mammals  who  live  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  Commission  voted  unanimously  in  favor  of  a full  evaluation  of  this  project  that 
would  include  its  effect  on  wildlife.  This  project  has  not  had  an  EIR,  yet  this  6 field 
soccer  complex  with  60  foot  tall  lights  will  obviously  change  many  things  in  the  quiet 
environment  of  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  Many  speakers  at  our  meeting 
supported  implementing  an  EIR.  An  EIR  would  indeed  provide  needed  information  about 
this  project  with  regard  to  the  wildlife  and  their  habitat,  ignored  until  now. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 


Respectfully  submitted, 

Pam  Hemphill 
Commissioner 


cc:  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission 


City  Hal),  i Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlctt  Place,  Room  453,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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Coalition  for  San  Francisco 


Neighborhoods 


www.csfn.net  • PO  Box  320098  • San  Francisco  CA  94132-1 


» 415.262.0440  • Est  1972 


ludith  Berkowitz  415.824.0617  November  20,  2009 
1st  Vice  President 
Penelope  Clark  776.3876 

SF  Rec  & Park  Commission  President  Jim  Lazarus,  Vice-President  Tom  Harrison, 
Commissioners  Gloria  Bonilla,  Larry  Martin,  David  E.  Lee,  Meagan  Levitan,  Michael  J. 
Sullivan;  General  Manager  SF  Rec  & Park  Dept.  Philip  Ginsburg,  Commission  Liaison 
Margaret  A.  McArthur 

Resolution  regarding  the  reconstruction  and  expansion  of  the  Soccer  Fields 
near  the  Beach  Chalet  with  artificial  turf,  night  lighting,  and  increased  paving 

Sue  Cauthen 
Lorraine  Lucas 

Gary  Noguera  Sir,  Madam, 


2nd  Vice  President  T0: 
Angelique  Mahan  334.7131 
Recording  Secretary 
Demian  Quesnel  861.5084 
Corresponding  Secretary 
Dick  Millet  861.0345 

Treasurer  Re: 
Jim  Lew  771.5250 


Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Assn 
Bayview/Hunters  Point 
Coordinating  Council 
Buena  Vista  Neighborhood  Assn 
Cathedral  Hill  Neighbors  Assn 
Cayuga  Improvement  Assn 
Cole  Valley  Improvement  Assn 
Cow  Hollow  Assn 
Diamond  Heights  Community  Assn 
Dolores  Heights  Improvement  Club 
East  Mission  Improvement  Assn 
Eureka  Valley  Promotions  Assn 
Ewing  Terrace  Neighborhood  Assn 
Excelsior  District  Improvement  Assn 
Fair  Oaks  Community  Coalition 
Forest  Knolls  Neighborhood  Assn 
Francisco  Heights  Civic  Assn 
Golden  Gate  Heights  Nghbrd  Assn 
Greater  West  Portal  Nghbrd  Assn 
Haight  Ashbury  Improvement  Assn 
Inner  Sunset  Action  Committee 
Jordan  Park  Improvement  Assn 
Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Assn 
Lincoln  Park  Homeowners  Assn 
Marina  Civic  Improvement  & 
Property  Owners  Assn 
Miraloma  Park  Improvement  Club 
Mission  Creek  Harbor  Assn 
ew  Mission  Terrace  Improvement  Assn 
North  Beach  Neighbors 
North  Park  Neighbors 
Oceanview,  Merced  Heights, 
Ingleside  — Neighbors  in  Action 
Outer  Mission  Residents  Assn 
Pacific  Heights  Residents  Assn 
Panhandle  Residents  Organization/ 
Stanyan-Fulton 
Potrero  Boosters  Neighborhood  Assn 
Richmond  Community  Assn 
Rincon  Point  Neighborhood  Assn 
Russian  Hill  Improvement  Assn 
Russian  Hill  Neighbors 
Sunset  Heights  Assn  of 
Responsible  People 
Sunset-Parkside  Education  & 
Action  Committee 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 
Twin  Peaks  Council  & Open 
Space  Conservancy 
Twin  Peaks  Improvement  Assn 
West  Presidio  Neighborhood  Assn 


The  General  Assembly  of  the  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  voted  overwhelmingly 
on  November  17,  2009  to  adopt  the  attached  resolution.  The  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields 
construction  project  will  have  an  impact  on  both  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Ocean 
Beach  that  goes  far  beyond  merely  renovating  a grass  playing  field. 

Resolved  that  the  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  opposes  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department’s  proposal  to  introduce  the  highly 
urbanized  artificial  turf  fields  into  Golden  Gate  Park,  replacing  natural 
plantings  with  proven  toxic  artificial  turf,  increasing  paving  in  the  Park, 
degrading  wildlife  habitat,  increasing  traffic  to  the  Park  and  through  the 
neighborhoods,  significantly  decreasing  the  darkness  of  the  night  sky, 
infringing  on  the  wild  nature  of  Ocean  Beach,  and  changing  the  overall 
character  of  the  western  edge  of  the  park  from  a sylvan  retreat  to  that  of 
a developed  sports  complex.  CSFN  recommends  that  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  put  this  project  on  hold  for  a period  of  six  months,  so 
that  the  questions  regarding  these  issues  can  be  investigated  and  resolved 
before  proceeding. 

We  urge  you  to  take  into  account  these  deeply  felt  concerns  and  to  put  this  project  on  hold  for  six 
months  in  order  to  allow  all  of  the  concerned  communities  the  time  needed  to  get  answers  to  their 
questions. 

The  full  text  of  the  resolution  is  attached,  giving  more  information  on  our  concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Judith  Berkowitz 
President 

Cc:  Mayor  Gavin  Newson;  Board  of  Supervisors:  District  1 Eric  Mar;  District  2 Michela  Alioto- 
Pier;  District  3 David  Chiu;  District  4 Carmen  Chu;  District  5 Ross  Mirlcarimi;  District  6 
Chris  Daly;  District  7 Sean  Elsbemd;  District  8 Bevan  Dufty;  District  9 David  Campos; 
District  10  Sophie  Maxwell;  District  1 1 John  Avalos,  Clerk  of  the  Board  Angela  Calvillo 
Enc:  Resolution  Concerning  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  construction  project 


Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 
Resolution  Regarding  the  Reconstruction  and  Expansion  of  the  Soccer  Fields 
near  the  Beach  Chalet  with  Artificial  Turf,  Night  Lighting,  and  Increased  Paving 


Whereas , the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  presented  plans  for  replacing  the  soccer  fields  at  the 
west  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park  with  artificial  turf  fields,  higher  fencing,  bleachers,  increased 
parking  and  other  paving,  and  intensive  night  lighting  for  the  fields,  the  parking  lot,  and  the 
paths  to  Ocean  Beach;  and 

Whereas,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  states  that  “The  major  design  feature  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  the  framework  within  which  all  park  activities  occur  is  its  pastoral  and  sylvan  landscape. 
The  integrity  of  the  pastoral  and  sylvan  landscape  must  be  maintained  and  remain  unaltered” 
and  this  project  would  compromise  that  integrity.  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved  that  the  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  opposes  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department’s  proposal  to  introduce  the  highly  urbanized  artificial  turf  fields  into  Golden 
Gate  Park,  replacing  natural  plantings  with  proven  toxic  artificial  turf,  increasing  paving 
in  the  Park,  degrading  wildlife  habitat,  increasing  traffic  to  the  Park  and  through  the 
neighborhoods,  significantly  decreasing  the  darkness  of  the  night  sky,  infringing  on  the 
wild  nature  of  Ocean  Beach,  and  changing  the  overall  character  of  the  western  edge  of  the 
park  from  a sylvan  retreat  to  that  of  a developed  sports  complex.  CSFN  recommends  that 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  put  this  project  on  hold  for  a period  of  six  months, 
so  that  the  questions  regarding  these  issues  can  be  investigated  and  resolved  before 
proceeding. 
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Memo 

To:  Commission  on  the  Environment 

From:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director 
Date:  March  1 8,  20 1 0 

Re:  Landfill  Search  Chronology 


Background  Prior  to  2006 

In  1988,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  entered  into  a long-term  landfill  disposal  agreement  with 
the  Sanitary  Fill  Company  (now  SF  Recycling  & Disposal)  and  the  Oakland  Scavenger  Company  (now 
Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County).  This  agreement  is  the  City's  current  landfill  disposal 
agreement.  It  provides  for  the  disposition  of  up  to  15  million  tons  of  San  Francisco's  municipal  solid 
waste  in  the  Altamont  Landfill  or  65  years  of  disposal,  whichever  comes  first. 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  tracked  landfill  capacity  at  the  Altamont  landfill  on  a monthly 
basis  since  the  signing  of  the  agreement,  and  updated  its  projections  on  reaching  capacity  on  a regular 
basis  for  the  past  15  years.  In  late  2001,  Supervisor  Ammiano’s  office  requested  a public  meeting  to 
look  at  landfill  capacity  and  the  process  for  replacement  capacity.  I pulled  together  documentation  on 
the  prior  landfill  search  and  we  met  with  the  Supervisor’s  office  to  review  options.  Since  our  diversion 
rate  was  going  up,  and  our  disposal  rate  was  declining,  we  detennined  that  it  was  too  early  to  enter  into  a 
formal  process  to  discuss  additional  capacity. 

Search  Process  Initiated  - 2006 

In  July  2006,  based  on  waste  and  capacity  projections  at  the  time,  I was  assigned  to  initiate  the  formal 
landfill  search  process.  The  issue  was  discussed  at  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  on 
November  28,  2006  and  a timeline  for  the  search  process  was  prepared  in  January  2007.  A series  of 
public  hearings,  coordinated  through  the  office  of  the  City  Administrator,  were  held  during  2007.  These 
included  four  public  meetings  noticed  by  both  the  City  Administrator  and  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  that  were  held  on  March  20,  2007;  May  29,  2007;  September  26,  2007  and  December  20, 
2007. 


3! 


Initial  Draft  Timeline  - 2007 


3 months  ending 

04/15/07 

Initial  Internal  Research;  Meet  Monthly  to  Explore  Options 

3 months  ending 

07/15/07 

Monthly  Meetings;  Discuss  Options  with  Stakeholders,  Others 

3 months  ending 

10/15/07 

Monthly  Meetings;  Discuss  Options  with  Stakeholders,  Others 

3 months  ending 

04/15/08 

Initiate  Information  Gathering  Process  on  Technology/Options;  Issue  RFI  if 
Necessary 

3 months  ending 

07/14/08 

Information  Gathering 

3 months  ending 

10/14/08 

Finalize  Information  Gathering;  RFI  due 

3 months  ending 

01/14/09 

Make  Determination  on  Preferred  Option 

3 months  ending 

07/14/09 

Issue  RFP  or  RFQ,  or  Enter  into  Negotiations 

3 months  ending 

10/14/09 

Negotiations/RFP/RFQ  Process 

3 months  ending 

01/14/10 

Negotiations/RFP/RFQ  Process 

3 months  ending 

04/15/10 

Negotiations/RFP/RFQ  Process 

3 months  ending 

07/14/10 

Finalize  Negotiations/RFP/RFQ  Process 

3 months  ending 

10/14/10 

Submit  Agreement  for  Necessary  Approvals  (i.e.  Board  of  Supervisors  If 
Required) 

3 months  ending 

01/14/11 

Agreement  in  Place 

3 months  ending 

04/14/11 

Agreement  Incorporated  Into  Rate  Process 

3 months  ending 

12/15/13 

Agreement  in  Place 

Public  Meetings  - 2007 

The  series  of  public  meetings  in  2007  formed  the  framework  for  the  search  process,  including  a 
document  that  was  incorporated  into  the  subsequent  RFQ  and  RFP  called  “Overarching  Considerations.” 
This  document  was  designed  over  the  course  of  the  year,  with  revisions  based  on  input  received  through 
the  public  process. 

Overarching  Considerations  - 2007 

The  "Overarching  Considerations"  set  the  following  steps  and  guidelines  for  the  search  for  disposal 
alternatives  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco: 

Minimize  and  mitigate  climate  impacts  (e.g.,  minimize  transportation  emissions,  maximize  methane 
recovery,  purchase  carbon  credits).  Issues  that  need  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  search  for  disposal 
alternatives  include  the  lowest  feasible  transportation  emissions,  which  can  be  achieved  through  a 
combination  of  minimizing  the  transportation  distance  (i.e.,  picking  sites  that  are  in  close  proximity  to 
San  Francisco)  and  making  sure  that  the  method  of  transportation  used  for  transporting  materials 
minimizes  emissions  and  maximizes  fuel  efficiencies.  Alternative  fuel  vehicles  should  be  a requirement. 
Consultation  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Clean  Air  program  will  help  develop  standards 
for  transportation  that  will  minimize  emission  impacts. 

Maximum  methane  recovery  is  another  important  element  for  the  City  in  evaluating  options. 

Maximizing  methane  recovery  is  one  of  the  State’s  priorities  in  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and 
any  waste  disposal  needs  to  include  state  of  the  art  methane  recovery  methods.  Banning  unprocessed 
organics  from  landfills  (as  Europe  has  done)  and  diverting  organics  to  anaerobic  digestion  are  ways  to 
maximize  capture  and  energy  production. 
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Purchasing  carbon  credits  or  other  climate  change  mitigation  options  were  the  topic  of  a research  project 
assigned  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  the  Presidio  School  of  Management  in  the  fall  of 
2007.  This  report  came  up  with  a number  of  options  to  mitigate  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  the 
materials  disposed  by  San  Francisco  that  are  not  currently  being  recycled.  The  City’s  Climate  Action 
Plan  calls  for  14%  of  projected  greenhouse  gas  reductions  to  come  from  increasing  diversion  of  waste 
from  landfilling  and  the  Mayor  has  called  for  an  offset  fee  on  landfilling. 

Incentivize  landfill  diversion  (e.g.,  tiered  tip  fee).  Economic  levers  can  be  used  to  reduce  waste  disposal. 
The  most  straightforward  method  would  be  to  use  what  utilities  already  do  for  water,  electricity  and  gas 
a tiered  fee.  For  waste,  landfill  prices  could  be  tiered  to  the  City’s  diversion  goals,  with  per  ton  fees 
increasing  at  different  thresholds.  For  example,  all  San  Franciscans  can  enjoy  a relatively  low  tipping 
fee  as  long  we  are  meeting  our  diversion  goal.  Should  landfilling  exceed  our  goal,  higher  fees  would  be 
charged.  In  order  to  be  fair  and  equitable,  rates  should  be  structured  so  that  those  who  divert  less  and 
generate  more  would  pay  more  than  those  who  generate  less  and  divert  more  material.  This  tiered 
structure  should  also  be  done  in  such  a way  that  increased  disposal  doesn’t  result  in  a windfall  for  the 
landfill  owner.  One  way  to  accomplish  this  would  be  to  have  material  that  has  not  been  processed  for 
material  recovery  or  contains  organics  charged  higher  or  additional  tip  fees. 

Waste  Hierarchy,  highest  and  best  use,  minimize  lifecycle  net  energy  use.  Discards  should  follow  the 
hierarchy  of  source  reduction,  reuse,  and  recycling  and  composting.  Additionally,  they  should  be  put  to 
their  highest  and  best  use  (e.g.,  it  is  better  to  compost  yard  trimmings  locally  than  use  them  as 
alternative  daily  cover  on  a landfill).  This  largely  eliminates  high  temperature  “conversion 
technologies”,  which  are  not  the  highest  and  best  use  of  these  resources.  Generally,  minimizing  lifecycle 
net  energy,  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  other  environmental  impacts  tend  to  follow  these  principles. 
Beyond  assessing  higher  fees  for  recyclable  or  compostable  materials  sent  to  the  landfill,  certain 
material  categories  that  are  readily  recyclable  or  compostable  (e.g.,  yard  trimmings)  could  be  banned 
from  trash  collection  containers  and  any  disposal  sites. 

Toxics  issues.  Minimizing  toxics  in  the  landfill  is  another  important  goal.  A large  percentage  of  the 
universal  waste  generated  in  California  is  still  ending  up  in  landfills,  despite  state  bans.  The  City  must 
further  examine  ways  to  keep  all  hazardous  materials  out  of  disposal  sites.  The  City  is  an  active 
participant  in  the  California  Product  Stewardship  Council,  which  is  pushing  for  statewide  extended 
producer  responsibility  programs  that,  if  implemented,  will  reduce  the  unfunded  mandates  that  local 
governments  and,  by  extension,  ratepayers  are  required  to  finance  and  accomplish. 


Environmental  and  other  impacts  on  host  communities.  The  environmental  impacts  of  any  disposal 
options  selected  need  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  process  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  City  is  not 
placing  any  undue  burdens  on  host  communities  of  disposal  sites.  Mitigation  of  any  transportation, 
disposal  or  other  impacts  should  be  part  of  the  arrangement  with  the  host  community  and  paid  for  by 
those  generating  the  waste. 

Labor  issues.  Prevailing  wages  and  fair  labor  practices  need  to  be  part  of  any  agreements  and  strategies 
developed  by  the  City  in  this  process. 

Flow  control  and  other  legal  restrictions.  Flow  control  and  other  legal  issues  need  to  be  factored  into  the 
process  to  minimize  the  potential  of  future  litigation. 

Diversify  options  and  contingencies.  The  City  should  consider  minimizing  risk  by  having  more  than  one 
disposal  option  and  planning  contingencies  for  possible  changes  or  disruptions. 

RFQ  Process  - 2008 

Following  the  series  of  public  hearings  in  2007,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  issued  a Request  for 
Qualifications  for  Landfill  Disposal  Capacity  on  May  30,  2008.  The  RFQ  was  sent  to  all  registered 
landfills  in  California.  An  orientation  meeting  for  the  RFQ  was  held  on  July  15,  2008,  and  responses 
were  due  and  received  August  29,  2008.  Three  firms  responded  to  the  RFQ.  A set  of  follow-up 
questions,  reviewed  by  the  Deputy  City  Attorney,  were  sent  out  to  respondents  on  October  3 1 st  to  obtain 
additional  information.  All  three  applicants  were  deemed  to  have  met  the  requirements  of  the  RFQ  and 
therefore  were  eligible  to  bid  on  the  subsequent  Request  for  Proposal. 

RFP  Process  - 2009 

The  Request  for  Proposals  for  Landfill  Disposal  Capacity  was  issued  on  February  9,  2009,  with  a 
mandatory  pre-proposal  conference  scheduled  for  March  1 1 , 2009,  and  sent  out  to  all  three  firms  that 
qualified  through  the  Request  for  Qualifications  process.  Written  questions  were  due  March  10,  2009, 
and  were  answered  at  the  mandatory  prebid.  Two  of  the  three  qualified  firms  attended  the  March  11, 
2009  mandatory  prebid  conference;  the  third  firm  was  notified  that  since  the  company  did  not  attend  the 
mandatory  prebid,  they  were  ineligible  to  respond  to  the  Request  for  Proposal. 

A panel  was  set  up  to  evaluate  the  responses  to  the  Request  for  Proposal.  This  panel  was  made  up  of  Ed 
Lee,  City  Administrator,  City  of  San  Francisco;  Susan  Katchee,  Environmental  Services  Director,  City 
of  Oakland  and  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment,  City  of  San 
Francisco.  Technical  staff  at  the  Department  of  Environment  provided  analysis  for  the  panel.  Oral 
interviews  were  held  on  July  15,  2009.  The  panel  reviewed  and  scored  both  applicants  using 
standardized  criteria.  The  scoring  included  evaluating  both  the  written  submission  and  the  oral 
interview.  An  update  on  the  landfill  search  process  was  presented  at  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  on  July  28,  2009. 

A notice  of  intent  to  award  was  sent  out  to  the  highest  scoring  applicant  on  September  10,  2009.  On 
September  16lh,  the  other  applicant  submitted  a formal  protest;  this  was  followed  by  a second  protest 
from  the  same  applicant  on  September  29,h.  The  City  evaluated  the  protests,  found  that  the  objections 
did  not  have  merit  and  sent  a response  back  on  November  13,  2009. 
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Contracting  Process  - 2010 

The  next  steps  in  the  process  are  as  follows: 

1)  Negotiating  a contract  with  the  successful  bidder.  The  negotiating  team  will  consist  of  Ed  Lee, 
City  Administrator;  Ed  Reiskin,  Director,  Department  of  Public  Works;  and  David  Assmann, 
Acting  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment. 

2)  Contract  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  contract  requires  Board  Approval;  public 
input  will  be  part  of  this  process. 

Process  Summary 

This  process  has  followed  all  legal  requirements;  provided  significant  opportunity  for  public  input;  and 
has  followed  all  City  requirements  and  protocols. 


Response  to  WMA's  Letter  to  the  Commission 

1 have  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  letter,  dated  February  23,  2010,  sent  to  the  Commission 
members  by  John  Lynn  Smith  on  behalf  of  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  ("WMA").  While  the  RFP 
process  is  still  ongoing,  specifically  negotiations  with  the  successful  bidder,  and  those  proceedings  are 
confidential,  I would  like  to  clarify  a few  points  suggested  by  Mr.  Smith: 

• The  Department  did  not  improperly  disclose  the  contents  of  WMA's  bid  to  Recology.  The 
Department  asked  Recology  to  points  raised  in  WMA's  protest — a public  document — regarding 
Recology's  qualifications  and  proposal.  But  the  Department  conducted  its  own  analysis  of  both 
WMA's  objections  and  Recology's  responses,  and  made  its  own  independent  determination  of  the 
merits  of  the  protest. 

• The  Department  did  not  expand  the  RFP  after  the  fact  to  include,  for  the  first  time,  a 
transportation  component.  The  solicitation  process  was  a request  for  proposal,  rather  than  an 
invitation  to  bid  on  a specific  contract.  None  of  the  bidders  proposed  to  use  a landfill  site  located 
within  San  Francisco.  As  bidders,  they  had  the  discretion  to  structure  their  proposals  in  whatever 
way  they  thought  would  make  them  most  attractive.  They  could  choose  to  emphasize 
transportation  options,  or  not  offer  them  at  all.  The  RFP  adverts  to  transportation  issues  at 
several  points,  including  through  the  incorporated  "Overarching  Considerations,"  and  the  bidders 
had  the  opportunity  to  ask  the  Department  questions  before  bids  were  submitted. 

• The  tentative  award  was  not  "based  in  large  part  on  a consideration  of  transportation 
alternatives."  The  proposals  were  scored  according  to  the  procedures  and  criteria  stated  in  the 
RFP.  "Compliance  with  Overarching  Considerations,"  including  the  environmental  issues  now 
being  argued  by  WMA,  were  just  one  element  in  the  scoring  of  the  proposals. 

The  remainder  of  WMA's  comments  are  an  attempt  to  reargue  the  merits  of  its  proposal  outside  of  the 
RFP  process. 


July  15, 
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I.  Introduction  and  Schedule 


A.  General 

The  City  is  interested  in  arranging  for  long-term  disposal  capacity  for  its  residual  municipal  solid  waste 
beyond  the  term  of  its  current  agreement  with  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County. 

Background 

San  Francisco  generates  about  5,600  tons  of  solid  waste  each  day,  including  materials  from  residents  and 
businesses.  Less  than  one-third  of  this  material,  approximately  1 ,800  tons  a day,  is  ending  up  in  landfills. 
Waste  picked  up  in  San  Francisco  for  landfill  disposal  must  be  collected  by  permitted  haulers,  except  for 
construction  and  demolition  debris.  Norcal  Waste  Systems  holds  virtually  all  the  permits  in  San 
Francisco,  and  collection  is  handled  by  two  of  Norcal  Waste  System’s  subsidiary  companies,  Sunset 
Scavenger  and  Golden  Gate  Disposal  & Recycling.  These  companies  transport  waste  to  a consolidation 
center,  called  a Transfer  Station,  in  the  southeast  sector  of  San  Francisco,  operated  by  SF  Recycling  & 
Disposal,  a subsidiary  of  Norcal  Waste  Systems.  All  waste  taken  to  the  Transfer  Station  (approximately 
82%  of  all  waste  generated  in  the  City)  is  transported  to  Waste  Management’s  Altamont  Landfill,  located 
in  Alameda  County.  The  balance  of  the  waste  ends  up  in  a number  of  other  landfills  in  the  region. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  entered  into  a long-term  landfill  disposal  agreement  effective 
November  1,  1988,  with  the  Sanitary  Fill  Company  (now  SF  Recycling  & Disposal)  and  the  Oakland 
Scavenger  Company  (now  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County1).  The  agreement  provides  for  the 
disposition  of  up  to  15  million  tons  of  San  Francisco's  municipal  solid  waste  in  the  Altamont  Landfill  or 
65  years  of  disposal,  whichever  comes  first.  As  of  December  31,  2007,  approximately  1 1.875  million 
tons  of  this  capacity  had  been  used  by  San  Francisco,  leaving  a balance  of  3.125  million  tons. 

Waste  Generation  and  Disposal  Trends 

Waste  generation  statistics  are  generally  less  accurate  as  one  goes  back  in  time,  since  the  City  has 
conducted  more  comprehensive  waste  analyses  in  recent  years.  Waste  generation  in  San  Francisco  has 
been  climbing  fairly  steadily  for  the  past  ten  years.  During  the  past  three  years,  waste  generation  has 
crept  up  somewhat  more  slowly.  What  has  changed  even  more  dramatically  over  the  past  decade  is 
landfill  diversion,  which  has  leapt  from  less  than  400,000  tons  in  1995  to  over  1.4  million  tons  in  2006. 

While  diversion  estimates  require  expensive  studies  and  are  not  measured  on  a comprehensive  basis 
annually,  there  are  measurement  systems  in  place  at  landfills  to  provide  annual  information.  There  is  a 
correlation  between  expanded  diversion  programs  and  decreased  tonnage  going  to  landfills.  Total 
disposal  for  San  Francisco  has  been  dropping  since  2000,  from  872,731  tons  in  2000  to  663,404  tons  in 
2006,  while  diversion  increased  even  more  over  the  same  period. 

Disposal  at  the  Altamont  landfill  by  SF  Recycling  & Disposal  increased  fairly  consistently  each  year 
between  1995  and  2000,  reaching  a peak  of  729,717  tons  in  2000.  Since  then,  disposal  declined  every 
year  through  2005,  when  it  dropped  to  545,437  tons.  In  2006,  due  in  part  to  the  closing  of  the  Hillside 
landfill,  Altamont  disposal  increased  slightly  to  546,733  tons.  In  2007,  Altamont  disposal  dropped  to 
520,265  tons. 


1 A subsidiary  of  Waste  Management,  the  largest  solid  waste  company  in  North  America. 
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1932  Ordinance 

The  1 932  Refuse  Collection  and  Disposal  Ordinance  passed  by  San  Francisco  voters  addresses  collection 
of  refuse  without  commercial  value,  transporting  it  on  City  streets  and  disposal.  It  does  not  address 
consolidating  materials,  processing  for  material  recovery  or  transporting  them  to  other  facilities.  The 
1 932  Ordinance  provides  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designates  the  maimer  or  method  of  disposal  of 
refuse  from  time  to  time. 

Planning  Requirements 

The  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  requires  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
file  a Siting  Element,  a planning  document  that  tracks  disposal  capacity.  The  City’s  next  Siting  Element 
will  likely  be  filed  in  2010.  At  that  time,  San  Francisco  will  have  to  show  either  15  years  of  capacity 
(through  2025),  or  include  a plan  for  obtaining  this  capacity.  There  is  no  penalty  for  having  less  than  15 
years. 

Length  of  Time  Remaining  on  the  Altamont  Contract 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  prepared  three  main  scenarios  to  calculate  the  remaining 
lifetime  of  our  landfill  contract. 

1 . The  first  scenario  is  based  on  Norcal  being  able  to  meet  ambitious  targets  of  reducing  landfill  at 
Altamont  to  475,190  tons  in  rate  year  2008,  459,610  tons  in  rate  year  2009,  444,030  tons  in  rate  year 
2010  and  428,450  tons  in  rate  year  2011.  Meeting  these  targets  allows  Norcal  to  increase  its  revenue 
by  about  $2.48-2.75  million  each  year  that  it  meets  the  target2,  which  provides  a powerful  incentive 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste  going  to  the  Altamont  landfill.  This  incentive  program  is  based  on  a 
successful  diversion  incentive  account  implemented  during  the  last  five-year  rate  period,  which 
resulted  in  Norcal  meeting  such  Tier  2 targets  80%  of  the  time.  If  these  new  targets  are  met,  landfill 
capacity  will  not  likely  be  exhausted  until  2015. 

2.  The  second  scenario  is  based  on  Norcal  being  able  to  meet  slightly  less  ambitious  targets  of  reducing 
landfill  at  Altamont  to  487,841  tons  in  rate  year  2008,  472,126  tons  in  rate  year  2009,  455,145  tons 
in  rate  year  2010  and  438,282  tons  in  rate  year  201 1 . Meeting  these  targets  allows  Norcal  to  increase 
its  revenue  by  an  average  of  about  $1 .24-1 .38  million  each  year  that  it  meets  the  target3,  which 
provides  a strong  incentive  to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste  going  to  the  Altamont  landfill.  This 
incentive  program  is  also  based  on  the  successful  diversion  incentive  account  implemented  during 
the  last  five-year  rate  period,  which  resulted  in  Norcal  meeting  such  Tier  1 targets  100%  of  the  time. 
If  these  new  targets  are  met,  landfill  capacity  will  not  likely  be  exhausted  until  2015. 

3.  The  third  scenario  is  based  on  landfill  at  Altamont  remaining  constant  at  the  current  level  of  disposal, 
which  is  520,265  tons  a year  (based  on  the  12  months  ending  December  31,  2007).  Under  this 
scenario  San  Francisco  would  likely  miss  the  Board  mandated  requirement  of  achieving  75% 


2 The  Diversion  Incentive  allows  the  Norcal  companies  to  receive  increased  profits  of  1%  a year  for 
meeting  these  targets,  which  would  increase  profits  by  about  $2.48  million  in  rate  year  2007,  increasing 
to  about  $2.75  million  in  rate  year  2011. 

3 The  Diversion  Incentive  allows  the  Norcal  companies  to  receive  increased  profits  of  .5%  a year  for 
meeting  these  targets,  which  would  increase  profits  by  about  $1 .24  million  in  rate  year  2007,  increasing 
to  about  $1 .38  million  in  rate  year  2011. 
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diversion  by  2010  (unless  waste  generation  increased  dramatically  over  the  next  few  years).  If  this 
scenario  happens,  landfill  capacity  would  be  exhausted  by  January  of  2014. 

B.  Schedule 

The  anticipated  schedule  for  selecting  a consultant  is: 

Proposal  Phase Date 

RFP  is  issued  by  the  City  February  9,  2009 

Deadline  for  submission  of  written  questions 

or  requests  for  clarification  5 pm,  March  10,  2009 

Pre-proposal  conference  9 am,  March  1 1 , 2009 

Proposals  due  5 pm  April  10,  2009 

Oral  interview  with  firms  selected  for 

further  consideration  May  5,  2009 

II.  Scope  of  Work 


City  Objectives 

The  City  wishes  to  enter  into  one  or  more  agreements  for  long-term  disposal  capacity  for  its  residual 
municipal  solid  waste  beyond  the  term  of  its  current  agreement.  Proposers  must  meet  the  requirements 
listed  in  this  section,  disposal  solution  items  listed  in  Appendix  D and  relevant  sections  of  the 
Overarching  Considerations  listed  in  Appendix  E. 

Term  of  Agreement 

The  agreement(s)  will  commence  with  the  expiry  of  the  City’s  current  landfill  agreement  (anticipated  to 
be  2015)  through  December  31,  2025,  or  until  the  City  reaches  5,000,000  tons  of  disposal,  whichever 
comes  first. 

Requirements  for  Proposals 

• The  response  must  include  a statement  of  willingness  to  enter  into  a contract  with  tiered  tip 
fees,  with  a baseline  rate  for  tonnage  that  is  less  than  the  City’s  annual  disposal  target  and  a 
higher  tip  fee  for  tons  that  exceed  the  target.  The  disposal  targets  are  currently  calculated 
straight-line  from  calendar  2007  disposal  of  520,265  tons  to  San  Francisco’s  goal  of  zero 
waste  to  landfill  by  2020.  Incremental  tip  fees  charged  for  tonnage  above  the  target  will  be 
deposited  in  a City  account  and  used  exclusively  for  additional  diversion  projects. 

• The  response  must  also  include  a statement  of  willingness  to  enter  into  a contract  with  a 
reduced  tip  fee  for  loads  that  contain  no  unprocessed  organic  material,  as  such  loads  could 
potentially  be  handled  in  ways  to  reduce  landfill  costs  and  liability. 


February  9.  2009 


3 of  15 


RFP  for  Landfill  Disposal  Capacity 


• The  response  must  also  include  a statement  of  willingness  to  enter  into  a contract  with  a 
reduced  fee  for  any  material  used  as  alternative  daily  cover,  landfill  construction,  roads,  etc. 

• The  proposed  per  ton  tip  fee  must  be  an  all-inclusive  rate,  including  all  additional  regulatory 
and  other  fees.  In  order  to  cover  anticipated  increases  in  costs,  proposed  fees  may  include  an 
annual  escalator  based  on  CPI,  or  similar  index,  which  must  be  described  in  detail  as  part  of 
your  proposal. 

• The  response  must  detail  efforts  to  minimize  and  mitigate  climate  impacts.  Details  should 
include  efforts  to: 

a.  Minimize  equipment  emissions 

b.  Maximize  methane  recovery 

c.  Minimize  unprocessed  organics 

d.  Purchase  carbon  credits 

• The  response  must  detail  efforts  to  minimize  toxics  in  the  landfill.. 

• The  response  must  detail  efforts  to  minimize  environmental  and  other  impacts  on  host 
communities.  The  environmental  impacts  of  any  disposal  options  selected  need  to  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  process  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  City  is  not  placing  any  undue 
burdens  on  host  communities  of  disposal  sites.  Mitigation  of  any  transportation,  disposal  or 
other  impacts  should  be  part  of  the  arrangement  with  the  host  community  and  paid  for  by 
those  generating  the  waste. 

• The  response  must  detail  the  respondent’s  commitment  to  paying  prevailing  wages  and 
adhering  to  fair  labor  practices. 

• The  response  must  outline  efforts  to  minimize  future  litigation.  Outline  any  potential  legal 
issues,  such  as  flow  control  that  could  lead  future  litigation. 

• The  response  must  outline  contingency  options  in  case  the  prime  disposal  option  is  not 
available. 


A.  Time  and  Place  for  Submission  of  Proposals 

Proposals  must  be  received  by  5:00  p.m.,  on  Friday  April  10,  2009.  Proposals  must  be  emailed  to 
David.Assmann@sfgov.org.  HRC  forms  should  be  scanned  and  sent  as  attachments.  Proposals  that  are 
submitted  by  fax  will  not  be  accepted.  Late  submissions  will  not  be  considered. 

B.  Format 

Proposals  must  be  submitted  in  Word  documents.  IIRC  forms  should  be  sent  as  scanned 
attachments. 

C.  Content 


III.  Submission  Requirements 
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Firms  interested  in  responding  to  this  RFP  must  submit  the  following  information,  in  the  order 
specified  below: 


1.  Introduction  and  Executive  Summary  (up  to  3 pages) 

Submit  a letter  of  introduction  and  executive  summary  of  the  proposal.  The  letter  must  be  signed 
by  a person  authorized  by  your  firm  to  obligate  your  firm  to  perform  the  commitments  contained  in  the 
proposal.  Submission  of  the  letter  will  constitute  a representation  by  your  firm  that  your  firm  is  willing 
and  able  to  perform  the  commitments  contained  in  the  proposal  and  can  meet  all  of  the  representations 
made  in  your  company’s  response  to  the  May  30,  2008  RFQ  for  Disposal  Capacity  and  answers  to  the 
follow-up  questions,  including  the  terms  outlined  in  the  Qualifications  Statement  that  your  firm 
submitted  in  response  to  the  RFQ. 

2.  Project  Approach  (up  to  10  pages) 

The  City  will  use  the  documents  submitted  in  response  to  the  May  30,  2008  RFQ,  the  response  to 
the  supplemental  questions  and  documents  submitted  as  a response  to  this  RFP  to  evaluate  your  firm’s 
proposal.  Please  submit  the  following  additional  information: 

a.  If  you  are  proposing  a back-up  landfill,  please  provide  the  same  information  requested  in  the 
RFQ  and  follow  up  questions  for  the  back-up  landfill. 

b.  If  you  proposing  more  than  one  landfill,  please  provide  firm  tonnage  proposals  for  each  of  the 
landfills  being  proposed. 

c.  If  the  primary  landfill  becomes  unavailable  for  any  reason,  please  outline  contingency 
arrangements,  including  the  length  of  time  required  to  make  the  contingency  option  available. 

d.  If  an  incoming  load  is  found  to  contain  universal  waste,  will  the  entire  load  be  rejected? 

e.  Delineate,  in  dollars  per  ton,  all  anticipated  and  known  additional  fees,  including  host, 
mitigation,  etc. 

f.  Outline  your  policy  for,  and  use  of,  alternative  daily  cover.  Please  specify  what  you  anticipate 
using  for  alternative  daily  cover  for  the  waste  generated  by  San  Francisco. 

g.  Describe  the  methodology  and  calculations,  including  how  any  testing  done  of  methane 
emissions  and  any  assumptions  (e.g.,  instantaneous  vs.  over  the  lifetime  of  emissions  capture) 
are  used,  that  were  made  to  determine  the  methane  generation  and  capture  rates  presented  in 
the  RFQ  responses. 

3.  Firm  Qualifications  (up  to  6 pages) 

Please  include  any  changes  to  the  previously  submitted  Qualifications  Statement  (Qualifications 
Statement  is  attached  as  Appendix  D).  If  no  further  additional  information  is  provided,  the  City  will  only 
use  the  previous  Qualifications  Statement  to  evaluate  qualifications. 
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Please  include  any  changes  to  the  previously  submitted  references.  If  no  additional  information  is 
provided,  the  City  will  use  the  previously  submitted  references  to  evaluate  qualifications. 

5.  Fee  Proposal 

The  City  intends  to  award  this  contract  to  the  firm(s)  that  it  considers  will  provide  the  best 
overall  disposal  services.  The  City  reserves  the  right  to  accept  other  than  the  lowest  priced  offer  and  to 
reject  any  proposals  that  are  not  responsive  to  this  request.  The  City  anticipates  setting  a baseline  rate  for 
all  tonnage  that  is  less  than  the  City’s  annual  disposal  target.  A second,  higher  rate,  for  tonnage  above  the 
target,  will  be  set  at  130%  of  the  baseline  rate.  The  additional  revenue  from  the  tiered  rate  will  be 
remitted  to  a City-administered  diversion  fund,  which  will  be  used  to  fund  additional  diversion  projects 
designed  to  reduce  disposal  back  down  to  City  targets.  The  City  plans  to  also  set  a per  ton  carbon 
surcharge  fee  (i.e.  $15  per  ton),  to  be  used  by  the  City’s  Local  Carbon  Fund  for  diversion  projects  that 
will  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  This  fee  is  to  be  collected  for  all  waste  from  San  Francisco  by  the 
landfill  operator  and  remitted  back  to  the  City’s  Local  Carbon  Fund.  It  should  not  be  included  in  the  fee 
proposal,  since  it  will  be  a surcharge  (any  administrative  costs  for  such  a fee  should,  however,  be 
included  in  the  fee  proposal).  The  amount  of  this  surcharge  will  be  determined  by  the  City  based  on 
relevant  analysis  and  studies. 

Please  provide  a fee  proposal  that  includes  the  following: 

a.  A proposed  per  ton  tip  fee  valid  through  December  30,  2025.  This  must  be  an  all-inclusive  rate, 
including  all  additional  regulatory  and  other  fees  (excluding  any  City  of  San  Francisco 
imposed  fees).  This  would  be  the  baseline  rate,  for  all  tomiage  that  is  less  than  the  City’s 
annual  disposal  target. 

b.  A proposed  reduced  rate  for  loads  that  contain  no  unprocessed  organic  material.  Please  specify 
how  you  would  determine  which  loads  contain  no  unprocessed  organic  material. 

c.  A proposed  reduced  rate  for  material  used,  if  any,  for  alternative  daily  cover,  construction  or 
any  other  use  that  does  not  result  in  the  material  ending  up  in  the  landfill. 

d.  In  order  to  cover  anticipated  increases  in  costs,  a proposed  annual  escalator  mechanism  (i.e. 
CPI). 


IV.  Evaluation  and  Selection  Criteria 


A.  Selection  Criteria 

The  proposals  will  be  evaluated  by  a selection  committee  comprised  of  parties  with  expertise  in 
diversion  and  disposal.  Up  to  3 of  the  firms  with  the  highest  scoring  proposals  will  be  interviewed  by  the 
committee  to  make  the  final  selection.  Proposals  will  be  scored  using  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Approach  and  Adherence  to  Overarching  Considerations  (25  points) 

a.  Minimizing  and  mitigating  climate  impacts 

b.  Incentivizing  landfill  diversion 

c.  Minimizing  energy  use  and  highest  and  best  use  procedures 

d.  Minimizing  toxics 

c.  Environmental  and  other  impacts  on  host  communities 
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f.  Labor  issues 

g.  Legal  issues  and  contingencies 

2.  Ability  to  Accommodate  City’s  Waste  Stream  (25  points) 

a)  Location,  type  and  Class  of  the  landfill(s); 

b)  Permitted  and  currently  planned  capacity; 

c)  Permitted  and  currently  planned  daily  tonnage  and  vehicle  trips; 

d)  Current  actual  daily  tonnage  and  vehicle  trips; 

e)  Permitted  annual  tonnage; 

f)  Current  limits  or  permit  restrictions  on  use  of  the  site  (hours  of  operation,  types  of 
vehicles,  etc.); 

g)  Current  major  customers,  including  tonnage  commitments  (both  amount  and  term); 

h)  Remaining  current  uncommitted  capacity  at  January  1,  2008  and  projected  capacity  in 
twenty  years; 

i)  Planned  expansions,  if  any,  to  twenty  years  and  beyond; 

j)  Current  environmental  status,  including  any  historical  violation  of  permit  provisions  or 
legal  actions  at  the  proposed  landfill(s); 

k)  Description  of  design,  permit  and  operating  features  that  protect  and  monitor  public 
health  and  safety,  water  quality  and  air  quality  (leachate  treatment  facilities,  landfill  gas 
collection  systems,  base  liner,  etc.); 

l)  Form  of  Closure/Post-Closure  maintenance  financial  assurance  (trust  fund,  corporate 
guarantee,  etc.)  provided  under  current  regulations; 

m)  Status  of  current  permits  and  regulatory  approvals  for  the  proposed  landfill(s); 

n)  Required  permit  revision,  mitigations,  fees  (including  host  fees)  and  approvals  necessary 
to  accept  the  City’s  waste; 

o)  Current  procedures  for  inspection,  sampling  and  accounting  for  waste  by  jurisdiction; 

p)  Method  of  transportation  required  for  landfill  access  (e.g.  transfer  truck  and  trailer,  rail 
car,  etc.)  and  tipping  method  for  incoming  loads; 

q)  Contingency  plan  for  disposal  of  the  City’s  waste  in  the  event  of  an  emergency; 

r)  Environmental  impact  on  host  community; 

s)  Procedures  in  place  to  keep  banned  materials  out  of  the  landfill(s); 

t)  Current  or  planned  waste  diversion  activities  at  the  landfill(s);  and 

u)  Use  of  alternative  daily  cover. 

3.  Experience  and  References  (10  points) 

a.  Experience  with  similar  projects;  and 

b.  Results  of  reference  checks. 

4.  Proposed  rates,  including  adherence  to  tiered  rates  and  any  escalator  (25  points) 

5.  Oral  Interview  (15  points) 

Following  the  evaluation  of  the  written  proposals,  up  to  3 proposers  receiving  the  highest 
scores  will  be  invited  to  an  oral  interview.  The  interview  will  consist  of  standard  questions  asked  of  each 
of  the  proposers. 
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V.  Pre-proposal  conference  and  Contract  award 

A.  Pre-Proposal  Conference 

Proposers  must  attend  a pre-proposal  conference  on  Wednesday  March  11,  2009  at  9 am  to  be 
held  at  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco.  All  questions  will  be  addressed  at  this  conference  and  any 
available  new  information  will  be  provided  at  that  time.  If  you  have  further  questions  regarding  the  RFP, 
please  contact  the  individual  designated  in  Section  VI.B. 


B.  Contract  Award 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  will  select  a proposer  or  proposers  with  whom  the  Department 
of  the  Environment  staff  shall  commence  contract  negotiations.  The  selection  of  any  proposal  shall  not 
imply  acceptance  by  the  City  of  all  terms  of  the  proposal,  which  may  be  subject  to  further  negotiation 
and  approvals  before  the  City  may  be  legally  bound  thereby.  If  a satisfactory  contract  cannot  be 
negotiated  in  a reasonable  time,  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  in  its  sole  discretion,  may  terminate 
negotiations  with  the  highest  ranked  proposer  and  begin  contract  negotiations  with  the  next  highest 
ranked  proposer.  The  final  approval  for  this  contract  must  be  made  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors.  The  Department  will  make  a recommendation  for  a contract  award(s)  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 


VI.  Terms  and  Conditions  for  Receipt  of  Proposals 

A.  Errors  and  Omissions  in  RFP 

Proposers  are  responsible  for  reviewing  all  portions  of  this  RFP.  Proposers  are  to  promptly  notify 
the  Department,  in  writing,  if  the  proposer  discovers  any  ambiguity,  discrepancy,  omission,  or  other  error 
in  the  RFP.  Any  such  notification  should  be  directed  to  the  Department  promptly  after  discovery,  but  in 
no  event  later  than  5 pm,  February  96,  2009.  Modifications  and  clarifications  will  be  made  by  addenda 
as  provided  below. 

B.  Inquiries  Regarding  RFP 

Inquiries  regarding  the  RFP  and  all  oral  notifications  of  an  intent  to  request  written  modification  or 
clarification  of  the  RFP,  must  be  directed  to: 

SF  Environment 

Attn:  David  Assmann 

1 1 Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

David.Assmann@sfgov.org 

C.  Objections  to  RFP  Terms 

Should  a proposer  object  on  any  ground  to  any  provision  or  legal  requirement  set  forth  in  this  RFP, 
the  proposer  must,  not  more  than  ten  calendar  days  after  the  RFP  is  issued,  provide  written  notice  to  the 
Department  setting  forth  with  specificity  the  grounds  for  the  objection.  The  failure  of  a proposer  to 
object  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  this  paragraph  shall  constitute  a complete  and  irrevocable  waiver  of  any 
such  objection. 

February  9,  2009 
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D.  Change  Notices 

The  Department  may  modify  the  RFP,  prior  to  the  proposal  due  date,  by  issuing  Change  Notices, 
which  will  be  posted  on  the  website.  The  proposer  shall  be  responsible  for  ensuring  that  its  proposal 
reflects  any  and  all  Change  Notices  issued  by  the  Department  prior  to  the  proposal  due  date  regardless  of 
when  the  proposal  is  submitted.  Therefore,  the  City  recommends  that  the  proposer  consult  the  website 
frequently,  including  shortly  before  the  proposal  due  date,  to  determine  if  the  proposer  has  downloaded 
all  Change  Notices. 

E.  Term  of  Proposal 

Submission  of  a proposal  signifies  that  the  proposed  services  and  prices  are  valid  for  2 years  from 
the  proposal  due  date  and  that  the  quoted  prices  are  genuine  and  not  the  result  of  collusion  or  any  other 
anti-competitive  activity. 

F.  Revision  of  Proposal 

A proposer  may  revise  a proposal  on  the  proposer’s  own  initiative  at  any  time  before  the  deadline 
for  submission  of  proposals.  The  proposer  must  submit  the  revised  proposal  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
original.  A revised  proposal  must  be  received  on  or  before  the  proposal  due  date. 

In  no  case  will  a statement  of  intent  to  submit  a revised  proposal,  or  commencement  of  a revision 
process,  extend  the  proposal  due  date  for  any  proposer. 

At  any  time  during  the  proposal  evaluation  process,  the  Department  may  require  a proposer  to 
provide  oral  or  written  clarification  of  its  proposal.  The  Department  reserves  the  right  to  make  an  award 
without  further  clarifications  of  proposals  received. 

G.  Errors  and  Omissions  in  Proposal 

Failure  by  the  Department  to  object  to  an  error,  omission,  or  deviation  in  the  proposal  will  in  no 
way  modify  the  RFP  or  excuse  the  vendor  from  full  compliance  with  the  specifications  of  the  RFP  or  any 
contract  awarded  pursuant  to  the  RFP. 

H.  Financial  Responsibility 

The  City  accepts  no  financial  responsibility  for  any  costs  incurred  by  a firm  in  responding  to  this 
RFP.  Submissions  of  the  RFP  will  become  the  property  of  the  City  and  may  be  used  by  the  City  in  any 
way  deemed  appropriate. 

I.  Proposer’s  Obligations  under  the  Campaign  Reform  Ordinance 

Proposers  must  comply  with  Section  1 . 126  of  the  S.F.  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code, 
which  states: 

No  person  who  contracts  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  the  rendition  of  personal 
services,  for  the  furnishing  of  any  material,  supplies  or  equipment  to  the  City,  or  for  selling  any  land  or 
building  to  the  City,  whenever  such  transaction  would  require  approval  by  a City  elective  officer,  or  the 
board  on  which  that  City  elective  officer  serves,  shall  make  any  contribution  to  such  an  officer,  or 
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candidates  for  such  an  office,  or  committee  controlled  by  such  officer  or  candidate  at  any  time  between 
commencement  of  negotiations  and  the  later  of  either  (1 ) the  termination  of  negotiations  for  such 
contract,  or  (2)  three  months  have  elapsed  from  the  date  the  contract  is  approved  by  the  City  elective 
officer  or  the  board  on  which  that  City  elective  officer  serves. 

If  a proposer  is  negotiating  for  a contract  that  must  be  approved  by  an  elected  local  officer  or  the 
board  on  which  that  officer  serves,  during  the  negotiation  period  the  proposer  is  prohibited  from  making 
contributions  to: 


The  negotiation  period  begins  with  the  first  point  of  contact,  either  by  telephone,  in  person,  or  in 
writing,  when  a contractor  approaches  any  city  officer  or  employee  about  a particular  contract,  or  a city 
officer  or  employee  initiates  communication  with  a potential  contractor  about  a contract.  The  negotiation 
period  ends  when  a contract  is  awarded  or  not  awarded  to  the  contractor.  Examples  of  initial  contacts 
include:  (1)  a vendor  contacts  a city  officer  or  employee  to  promote  himself  or  herself  as  a candidate  for 
a contract;  and  (2)  a city  officer  or  employee  contacts  a contractor  to  propose  that  the  contractor  apply 
for  a contract.  Inquiries  for  information  about  a particular  contract,  requests  for  documents  relating  to  a 
Request  for  Proposal,  and  requests  to  be  placed  on  a mailing  list  do  not  constitute  negotiations. 

Violation  of  Section  1 .126  may  result  in  the  following  criminal,  civil,  or  administrative  penalties: 

1 . Criminal.  Any  person  who  knowingly  or  willfully  violates  section  1 . 1 26  is  subject  to  a fine 
of  up  to  $5,000  and  a jail  term  of  not  more  than  six  months,  or  both. 

2.  Civil.  Any  person  who  intentionally  or  negligently  violates  section  1 .126  may  be  held  liable 
in  a civil  action  brought  by  the  civil  prosecutor  for  an  amount  up  to  $5,000. 

3.  Administrative.  Any  person  who  intentionally  or  negligently  violates  section  1 .126  may  be 
held  liable  in  an  administrative  proceeding  before  the  Ethics  Commission  held  pursuant  to 
the  Charter  for  an  amount  up  to  $5,000  for  each  violation. 

For  further  information,  proposers  should  contact  the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission  at 
(415)581-2300. 

J.  Sunshine  Ordinance 

In  accordance  with  S.F.  Administrative  Code  Section  67.24(e),  contractors’  bids,  responses  to 
RFPs  and  all  other  records  of  communications  between  the  City  and  persons  or  films  seeking  contracts 
shall  be  open  to  inspection  immediately  after  a contract  has  been  awarded.  Nothing  in  this  provision 
requires  the  disclosure  of  a private  person’s  or  organization’s  net  worth  or  other  proprietary  financial 
data  submitted  for  qualification  for  a contract  or  other  benefits  until  and  unless  that  person  or 
organization  is  awarded  the  contract  or  benefit.  Information  provided  which  is  covered  by  this  paragraph 
will  be  made  available  to  the  public  upon  request. 


• the  officer’s  re-election  campaign 

• a candidate  for  that  officer’s  office 

• a committee  controlled  by  the  officer  or  candidate. 
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K.  Public  Access  to  Meetings  and  Records 

If  a proposer  is  a non-profit  entity  that  receives  a cumulative  total  per  year  of  at  least  $250,000  in 
City  funds  or  City-administered  funds  and  is  a non-profit  organization  as  defined  in  Chapter  12L  of  the 
S.F.  Administrative  Code,  the  proposer  must  comply  with  Chapter  12L.  The  proposer  must  include  in  its 
proposal  (1)  a statement  describing  its  efforts  to  comply  with  the  Chapter  12L  provisions  regarding 
public  access  to  proposer’s  meetings  and  records,  and  (2)  a summary  of  all  complaints  concerning  the 
proposer’s  compliance  with  Chapter  12L  that  were  filed  with  the  City  in  the  last  two  years  and  deemed 
by  the  City  to  be  substantiated.  The  summary  shall  also  describe  the  disposition  of  each  complaint.  If  no 
such  complaints  were  filed,  the  proposer  shall  include  a statement  to  that  effect.  Failure  to  comply  with 
the  reporting  requirements  of  Chapter  12L  or  material  misrepresentation  in  proposer’s  Chapter  12L 
submissions  shall  be  grounds  for  rejection  of  the  proposal  and/or  termination  of  any  subsequent 
Agreement  reached  on  the  basis  of  the  proposal. 

L.  Reservations  of  Rights  by  the  City 

The  issuance  of  this  RFP  does  not  constitute  an  agreement  by  the  City  that  any  contract  will 
actually  be  entered  into  by  the  City.  The  City  expressly  reserves  the  right  at  any  time  to: 

1 . Waive  or  correct  any  defect  or  informality  in  any  response,  proposal,  or  proposal  procedure; 

2.  Reject  any  or  all  proposals; 

3.  Reissue  a Request  for  Proposals; 

4.  Prior  to  submission  deadline  for  proposals,  modify  all  or  any  portion  of  the  selection 
procedures,  including  deadlines  for  accepting  responses,  the  specifications  or  requirements 
for  any  materials,  equipment  or  services  to  be  provided  under  this  RFP,  or  the  requirements 
for  contents  or  format  of  the  proposals; 

5.  Procure  any  materials,  equipment  or  services  specified  in  this  RFP  by  any  other  means;  or 

6.  Determine  that  no  project  will  be  pursued. 

M.  No  Waiver 

No  waiver  by  the  City  of  any  provision  of  this  RFP  shall  be  implied  from  any  failure  by  the  City  to 
recognize  or  take  action  on  account  of  any  failure  by  a proposer  to  observe  any  provision  of  this  RFP. 

N.  Local  Business  Enterprise  Goals  and  Outreach 

The  requirements  of  the  Local  Business  Enterprise  and  Non-Discrimination  in  Contracting 
Ordinance  set  forth  in  Chapter  14B  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  as  it  now  exists  or  as  it 
may  be  amended  in  the  future  (collectively  the  “LBE  Ordinance”)  shall  apply  to  this  RFP. 

1.  LBE  Subconsultant  Participation  Goals 

There  is  no  LBE  subcontracting  goal  for  this  project. 

2.  LBE  Participation 

The  City  strongly  encourages  proposals  from  qualified  LBEs.  Pursuant  to  Chapter  14B,  the 
following  rating  discount  will  be  in  effect  for  the  award  of  this  project  for  any  proposers  who  are 
certified  by  HRC  as  a LBE,  or  joint  ventures  where  the  joint  venture  partners  are  in  the  same  discipline 
and  have  the  specific  levels  of  participation  as  identified  below.  Certification  applications  may  be 
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obtained  by  calling  HRC  at  (415)  252-2500.  The  rating  discount  applies  at  each  phase  of  the  selection 
process.  The  application  of  the  rating  discount  is  as  follows: 

a.  A 10%  discount  to  an  LBE;  or  a joint  venture  between  or  among  LBEs;  or 

b.  A 5%  discount  to  a joint  venture  with  LBE  participation  that  equals  or  exceeds  35%, 
but  is  under  40%;  or 

c.  A 7.5%  discount  to  a joint  venture  with  LBE  participation  that  equals  or  exceeds  40%;  < 

d.  A 10%  discount  to  a certified  non-profit  entity. 

If  applying  for  a rating  discount  as  a joint  venture:  The  LBE  must  be  an  active  partner  in  the 
joint  venture  and  perform  work,  manage  the  job  and  take  financial  risks  in  proportion  to  the  required 
level  of  participation  stated  in  the  proposal,  and  must  be  responsible  for  a clearly  defined  portion  of  the 
work  to  be  performed  and  share  in  the  ownership,  control,  management  responsibilities,  risks,  and  profits 
of  the  joint  venture.  The  portion  of  the  LBE  joint  venture’s  work  shall  be  set  forth  in  detail  separately 
from  the  work  to  be  performed  by  the  non-LBE  joint  venture  partner.  The  LBE  joint  venture’s  portion  of 
the  contract  must  be  assigned  a commercially  useful  function. 

3.  IIRC  Forms  to  be  Submitted  with  Proposal 

a.  All  proposals  submitted  must  include  the  following  Human  Rights  Commission  (HRC) 
Forms  contained  in  the  HRC  Attachment  2:  1)  HRC  Contract  Participation  Form,  2)  HRC  Non- 
Discrimination  Affidavit,  3)  HRC  Joint  Venture  Fonn  (if  applicable),  and  4)  HRC  Employment  Form.  If 
these  forms  are  not  returned  with  the  proposal,  the  proposal  may  be  determined  to  be  non-responsive  and 
may  be  rejected. 

b.  Please  submit  only  two  copies  of  the  above  forms  with  your  proposal.  The  forms 
should  be  placed  in  a separate,  sealed  envelope  labeled  HRC  Forms. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  HRC  Forms,  you  may  call  Preston  Tom,  the 
Human  Rights  Commission  Contract  Compliance  Officer  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  at  650- 
821-7796. 


VII.  Contract  Requirements 
A.  Standard  Contract  Provisions 

The  successful  proposer  will  be  required  to  enter  into  a contract  substantially  in  the  form  of  the 
Agreement  for  Professional  Services,  attached  hereto  as  Appendix  C.  Failure  to  timely  execute  the 
contract,  or  to  furnish  any  and  all  insurance  certificates  and  policy  endorsement,  surety  bonds  or  other 
materials  required  in  the  contract,  shall  be  deemed  an  abandonment  of  a contract  offer.  The  City,  in  its 
sole  discretion,  may  select  another  firm  and  may  proceed  against  the  original  selectee  for  damages. 

Proposers  are  urged  to  pay  special  attention  to  the  requirements  of  Administrative  Code  Chapters 
1 2B  and  1 2C,  Nondiscrimination  in  Contracts  and  Benefits,  (§34  in  the  Agreement);  the  Minimum 
Compensation  Ordinance  (MCO),  as  set  forth  in  S.F.  Administrative  Code  Chapter  12P  in  the 
Agreement;  the  Health  Care  Accountability  Ordinance;  the  First  Source  Hiring  Program  in  the 
Agreement;  and  applicable  conflict  of  interest  laws,  as  set  forth  in  paragraphs  B,  C,  D,  E and  F below. 

Proposers  are  urged  to  pay  special  attention  to  the  requirements  of  Administrative  Code  Chapters  12B 
and  12C,  Nondiscrimination  in  Contracts  and  Benefits,  (§34  in  the  Agreement);  the  Minimum 


12  of  15 


February  9,  2009 


RFP  for  Landfill  Disposal  Capacity 


Compensation  Ordinance  (§43  in  the  Agreement);  the  Health  Care  Accountability  Ordinance  (§44  in  the 
Agreement);  the  First  Source  Hiring  Program  (§45  in  the  Agreement);  and  applicable  conflict  of  interest 
laws  (§23  in  the  Agreement),  as  set  forth  in  paragraphs  B,  C,  D,  E and  F below. 

B.  Nondiscrimination  in  Contracts  and  Benefits 

The  successful  proposer  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  Chapters  1 2B  and  1 2C  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code.  Generally,  Chapter  1 2B 
prohibits  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  from  entering  into  contracts  or  leases  with  any  entity  that 
discriminates  in  the  provision  of  benefits  between  employees  with  domestic  partners  and  employees  with 
spouses,  and/or  between  the  domestic  partners  and  spouses  of  employees.  The  Chapter  12C  requires 
nondiscrimination  in  contracts  in  public  accommodation.  Additional  information  on  Chapters  12B  and 
12C  is  available  on  the  HRC’s  website  at  www.sfhrc.org. 

C.  Minimum  Compensation  Ordinance  (MCO) 

The  successful  proposer  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Minimum  Compensation  Ordinance  (MCO),  as  set  forth  in  S.F.  Administrative  Code 
Chapter  12P.  Generally,  this  Ordinance  requires  contractors  to  provide  employees  covered  by  the 
Ordinance  who  do  work  funded  under  the  contract  with  hourly  gross  compensation  and  paid  and  unpaid 
time  off  that  meet  certain  minimum  requirements.  For  the  contractual  requirements  of  the  MCO,  see  §43 

For  the  amount  of  hourly  gross  compensation  currently  required  under  the  MCO,  see 
www.sfgov.org/olse/mco.  Note  that  this  hourly  rate  may  increase  on  January  1 of  each  year  and  that 
contractors  will  be  required  to  pay  any  such  increases  to  covered  employees  during  the  term  of  the 
contract. 

Additional  information  regarding  the  MCO  is  available  on  the  web  at  www.sfgov.org/olse/mco. 

D.  Health  Care  Accountability  Ordinance  (HCAO) 

The  successful  proposer  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Health  Care  Accountability  Ordinance  (HCAO),  as  set  forth  in  S.F.  Administrative 
Code  Chapter  1 2Q.  Contractors  should  consult  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  to  determine  their 
compliance  obligations  under  this  chapter.  Additional  information  regarding  the  HCAO  is  available  on 
the  web  at  www.sfgov.org/olse/hcao. 

E.  First  Source  Hiring  Program  (FSHP) 

If  the  contract  is  for  more  than  $50,000,  then  the  First  Source  Hiring  Program  (Admin.  Code 
Chapter  83)  may  apply.  Generally,  this  ordinance  requires  contractors  to  notify  the  First  Source  Hiring 
Program  of  available  entry-level  jobs  and  provide  the  Workforce  Development  System  with  the  first 
opportunity  to  refer  qualified  individuals  for  employment. 

Contractors  should  consult  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  to  determine  their  compliance 
obligations  under  this  chapter.  Additional  information  regarding  the  FSHP  is  available  on  the  web  at 
www.sfgov.org/moed/fshp.htm  and  from  the  First  Source  Hiring  Administrator,  (415)  401-4960. 
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F.  Conflicts  of  Interest 

The  successful  proposer  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
applicable  provisions  of  state  and  local  laws  related  to  conflicts  of  interest,  including  Section  15.103  of 
the  City's  Charter,  Article  III,  Chapter  2 of  City’s  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code,  and 
Section  87100  et  seq.  and  Section  1090  et  seq.  of  the  Government  Code  of  the  State  of  California.  The 
successful  proposer  will  be  required  to  acknowledge  that  it  is  familiar  with  these  laws;  certify  that  it  does 
not  know  of  any  facts  that  constitute  a violation  of  said  provisions;  and  agree  to  immediately  notify  the 
City  if  it  becomes  aware  of  any  such  fact  during  the  term  of  the  Agreement. 

Individuals  who  will  perform  work  for  the  City  on  behalf  of  the  successful  proposer  might  be 
deemed  consultants  under  state  and  local  conflict  of  interest  laws.  If  so,  such  individuals  will  be  required 
to  submit  a Statement  of  Economic  Interests,  California  Fair  Political  Practices  Commission  Form  700,  to 
the  City  within  ten  calendar  days  of  the  City  notifying  the  successful  proposer  that  the  City  has  selected 
the  proposer. 


VIII.  Protest  Procedures 

A.  Protest  of  Non-Responsiveness  Determination 

Within  five  working  days  of  the  City's  issuance  of  a notice  of  non-responsiveness,  any  firm  that  has 
submitted  a proposal  and  believes  that  the  City  has  incorrectly  determined  that  its  proposal  is  non- 
responsive  may  submit  a written  notice  of  protest.  Such  notice  of  protest  must  be  received  by  the  City  on 
or  before  the  fifth  working  day  following  the  City's  issuance  of  the  notice  of  non-responsiveness.  The 
notice  of  protest  must  include  a written  statement  specifying  in  detail  each  and  every  one  of  the  grounds 
asserted  for  the  protest.  The  protest  must  be  signed  by  an  individual  authorized  to  represent  the  proposer, 
and  must  cite  the  law,  rule,  local  ordinance,  procedure  or  RFP  provision  on  which  the  protest  is  based.  In 
addition,  the  protestor  must  specify  facts  and  evidence  sufficient  for  the  City  to  determine  the  validity  of 
the  protest. 

B.  Protest  of  Contract  Award 

Within  five  working  days  of  the  City's  issuance  of  a notice  of  intent  to  award  the  contract,  any  firm 
that  has  submitted  a responsive  proposal  and  believes  that  the  City  has  incorrectly  selected  another 
proposer  for  award  may  submit  a written  notice  of  protest.  Such  notice  of  protest  must  be  received  by  the 
City  on  or  before  the  fifth  working  day  after  the  City's  issuance  of  the  notice  of  intent  to  award. 

The  notice  of  protest  must  include  a written  statement  specifying  in  detail  each  and  every  one  of 
the  grounds  asserted  for  the  protest.  The  protest  must  be  signed  by  an  individual  authorized  to  represent 
the  proposer,  and  must  cite  the  law,  rule,  local  ordinance,  procedure  or  RFP  provision  on  which  the 
protest  is  based.  In  addition,  the  protestor  must  specify  facts  and  evidence  sufficient  for  the  City  to 
determine  the  validity  of  the  protest. 

C.  Delivery  of  Protests 

All  protests  must  be  received  by  the  due  date.  If  a protest  is  mailed,  the  protestor  bears  the  risk  of 
non-delivery  within  the  deadlines  specified  herein.  Protests  should  be  transmitted  by  a means  that  will 
objectively  establish  the  date  the  City  received  the  protest.  Protests  or  notice  of  protests  made  orally 
(c.g.,  by  telephone)  will  not  be  considered.  Protests  must  be  delivered  to  David.Assmann@sfgov.org. 
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Appendix  A 
HRC  Forms 


http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfhumanrights/dbe/HRC%20Attach%202%20AEPS%20 

0107.doc 
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Appendix  B 
Standard  Forms 


The  requirements  described  in  this  Appendix  are  separate  from  those  described  in  Appendix  A. 

Before  the  City  can  award  any  contract  to  a contractor,  that  contractor  must  file  three  standard  City  forms 
(items  1-3  on  the  chart).  Because  many  contractors  have  already  completed  these  forms,  and  because 
some  informational  forms  are  rarely  revised,  the  City  has  not  included  them  in  the  RFP  package.  Instead, 
this  Appendix  describes  the  forms,  where  to  find  them  on  the  Internet  (see  bottom  of  page  2),  and  where 
to  file  them.  If  a contractor  cannot  get  the  documents  off  the  Internet,  the  contractor  should  call  (415) 
554-6248  or  e-mail  Purchasing  (purchasing@sfgov.org)  and  Purchasing  will  fax,  mail  or  e-mail  them  to 
the  contractor. 

If  a contractor  has  already  filled  out  items  1-3  (see  note  under  item  3)  on  the  chart,  the  contractor 
should  not  do  so  again  unless  the  contractor’s  answers  have  changed.  To  find  out  whether  these 
forms  have  been  submitted,  the  contractor  should  call  Vendor  File  Support  in  the  Controller’s  Office  at 
(415)  554-6702. 

If  a contractor  would  like  to  apply  to  be  certified  as  a local  business  enterprise,  it  must  submit  item  4.  To 
find  out  about  item  4 and  certification,  the  contractor  should  call  Human  Rights  Commission  at  (415) 
252-2500. 


Item 

Form  name  and 
Internet  location 

Form 

Description 

Return  the  form 
to; 

For  more  info 

1. 

Request  for  Taxpayer 
Identification  Number 
and  Certification 

www.sfgov.org/oca/purc 

hasing/forms.htm 

www.irs.gov/pub/irs- 

fill/fw9.pdf 

W-9 

The  City  needs  the  contractor’s 
taxpayer  ID  number  on  this  form. 
If  a contractor  has  already  done 
business  with  the  City,  this  form  is 
not  necessary  because  the  City 
already  has  the  number. 

Controller’s  Office 
Vendor  File  Support 
City  Hall,  Room  484 
San  Francisco, 

CA  94102 

(415)  554-6702 

/'S' 
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Item 

Form  name  and 
Internet  location 

Form 

Description 

Return  the  form 

to; 

For  more  info 

2. 

Business  Tax 
Declaration 

www.sfgov.org/oca/purc 

hasing/forms.htm 

P-25 

All  contractors  must  sign  this  form 
to  determine  if  they  must  register 
with  the  Tax  Collector,  even  if  not 
located  in  San  Francisco.  All 
businesses  that  qualify  as 
“conducting  business  in  San 
Francisco”  must  register  with  the 
Tax  Collector. 

Controller’s  Office 
Vendor  File  Support 
City  Hall,  Room  484 
San  Francisco, 

CA  94102 

(415)  554-6702 

3. 

S.F.  Administrative 
Code  Chapters  12B  & 
12C  Declaration: 
Nondiscrimination  in 
Contracts  and  Benefits 

www.sfeov.ore/oca/purc 
hasine/forms.htm  - 

In  Vendor  Profile 
Application 

HRC- 

12B- 

101 

Contractors  tell  the  City  if  their 
personnel  policies  meet  the  City’s 
requirements  for 
nondiscrimination  against 
protected  classes  of  people,  and  in 
the  provision  of  benefits  between 
employees  with  spouses  and 
employees  with  domestic  partners. 
Form  submission  is  not  complete 
if  it  does  not  include  the  additional 
documentation  asked  for  on  the 
form.  Other  forms  may  be 
required,  depending  on  the 
answers  on  this  form.  Contract- 
by-Contract  Compliance  status 
vendors  must  fill  out  an 
additional  form  for  each 
contract. 

Human  Rights 
Comm. 

25  Van  Ness,  #800 
San  Francisco, 

CA  94102-6059 
(415)  252-2500 

4. 

HRC  LBE  Certification 
Application 

www . sfeo  v.ore/oca/nurc 
hasine/forms.htm  - 

In  Vendor  Profile 
Application 

Local  businesses  complete  this 
form  to  be  certified  by  HRC  as 
LBEs.  Certified  LBEs  receive  a 
bid  discount  pursuant  to  Chapter 
14B  when  bidding  on  City 
contracts.  To  receive  the  bid 
discount,  you  must  be  certified  by 
HRC  by  the  proposal  due  date. 

Human  Rights 
Comm. 

25  Van  Ness,  #800 
San  Francisco, 

CA  94102-6059 
(415)252-2500 

Where  the  forms  are  on  the  Internet 
Office  of  Contract  Administration 
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Homepage: 
Purchasing  forms: 


Human  Rights  Commission 

HRC's  homepage: 
Equal  Benefits  forms: 
LBE  certification  form: 


www.sfgov.org/oca/ 

Click  on  “Required  Vendor  Forms”  under  the  “Information  for  Vendors 
and  Contractors”  banner. 


www.sflirc.org 

Click  on  “Forms”  under  the  “Equal  Benefits”  bamier  near  the  bottom. 
Click  on  “Forms”  under  the  “LBE”  bamier  near  the  bottom 
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Appendix  D 

Qualifications  Statement 

To  respond  to  this  RFQ,  a Candidate  must  submit  a Statement  of  Candidate’s  Qualifications  (a 
“Qualifications  Statement”)  on  or  before  the  submissions  deadline  (the  “Submissions  Deadline”)  set 
forth  in  Section  5(b)  of  this  RFQ.  The  Qualifications  Statement  must  be  signed  by  a person 
authorized  to  bind  the  Candidate  to  the  representations,  commitments  and  statements  contained  in  the 
Qualifications  Statement.  The  Qualifications  Statement  must  contain  the  following  information  and 
documents: 

• Description  of  Candidate.  A description  of  the  Candidate’s  organizational  structure  (e.g. 
corporation,  partnership,  limited  liability  company),  the  jurisdiction  in  which  Candidate  is 
organized  and  date  of  such  organization. 

• Authorized  Representative.  The  name,  address,  telephone  number,  email  address  and 
facsimile  number  of  the  person  authorized  to  represent  the  Candidate  with  respect  to  all 
notices,  negotiations,  discussions  and  other  communications  relating  to  this  RFQ,  any  further 
selection  process  and  any  negotiations  relating  to  the  Contract. 

• Representation  Regarding  Goodstanding,  Licenses,  etc.  A representation  that  the  Candidate 
is  in  good  standing  in  the  State  of  California  and  has  all  the  necessary  licenses,  permits, 
approvals  and  authorizations  necessary  in  order  to  perform  the  Work  and  conduct  the 
Candidate’s  business  by  November  1,  2013. 

• Representation  Regarding  City  Contracting  Requirements.  A representation  that  the 
Candidate  is  able  and  willing  to  comply  with  all  of  the  contracting  requirements  described  in 
this  RFQ. 

• Representation  Regarding  Overarching  Considerations.  A representation  that  the  Candidate 
is  able  and  willing  to  comply  with  the  relevant  overarching  considerations. 

• Disposal  Solution  that  Would  Accommodate  City’s  Projected  Waste  Stream,  including! 

a)  Location,  type  and  Class  of  the  landfill(s); 

b)  Permitted  and  currently  planned  capacity; 

c)  Permitted  and  currently  planned  daily  tonnage  and  vehicle  trips; 

d)  Current  actual  daily  tonnage  and  vehicle  trips; 

e)  Permitted  annual  tonnage; 

f)  Current  limits  or  permit  restrictions  on  use  of  the  site  (hours  of  operation,  types  of 
vehicles,  etc.); 

g)  Current  major  customers,  including  tonnage  commitments  (both  amount  and  term); 

h)  Remaining  current  uncommitted  capacity  at  January  1,  2008  and  projected  capacity 
in  twenty  years; 

i)  Planned  expansions,  if  any,  to  twenty  years  and  beyond; 

j)  Current  environmental  status,  including  any  historical  violation  of  permit  provisions 
or  legal  actions  at  the  proposed  landfill(s); 
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k)  Description  of  design,  permit  and  operating  features  that  protect  and  monitor  public 
health  and  safety,  water  quality  and  air  quality  (leachate  treatment  facilities,  landfill 
gas  collection  systems,  base  liner,  etc.); 

l)  Form  of  Closure/Post-Closure  maintenance  financial  assurance  (trust  fund,  corporate 
guarantee,  etc.)  provided  under  current  regulations; 

m)  Status  of  current  permits  and  regulatory  approvals  for  the  proposed  landfill(s); 

n)  Required  permit  revision,  mitigations,  fees  (including  host  fees)  and  approvals 
necessary  to  accept  the  City’s  waste; 

o)  Names,  titles  and  experience  of  key  personnel  who  would  be  integrally  involved  in 
the  negotiation  of  any  agreement; 

p)  Current  procedures  for  inspection,  sampling  and  accounting  for  waste  by 
jurisdiction; 

q)  Method  of  transportation  required  for  landfill  access  (e.g.  transfer  truck  and  trailer, 
rail  car,  etc.)  and  tipping  method  for  incoming  loads; 

r)  Contingency  plan  for  disposal  of  the  City’s  waste  in  the  event  of  an  emergency; 

s)  Environmental  impact  on  host  community; 

t)  Procedures  in  place  to  keep  banned  materials  out  of  the  landfill(s);  and 

u)  Current  or  planned  waste  diversion  activities  at  the  landfill(s). 

• Representation  Regarding  Litigation.  The  litigation  history  (with  explanation)  for  the  last 

five  years  involving  the  respondent,  any  of  its  affiliates,  or  any  partner,  subcontractor  or 

subsidiary  of  the  respondent  or  any  of  its  affiliates,  and/or  any  corporate  officer  of  any  of 

such  entities  relating  to: 

• Performance  of  a solid  waste  receiving,  processing,  recycling  or  disposal  services 
contract;  or 

• Any  violation  of  environmental  laws,  regulations,  permits,  allegations  of  corrupt 
practices  or  state  or  federal  antitrust  laws. 

• General  Business  Terms  and  Conditions  Under  Which  Your  Firm  Would  be  Willing  to  Enter 
into  an  Agreement  with  the  City  for  Long-Term  Disposal  Capacity,  including: 

The  term  of  the  agreement; 

Restrictions  on  the  type  and  quantity  of  waste  to  be  disposed  (including  a discussion  of 
whether  special  wastes  would  be  accepted); 

The  methodology  for  determination  and  adjustment  of  the  per  ton  disposal  fee; 

The  level  of  protection  or  indemnification  that  your  firm  is  willing  to  provide  the  City 
against  environmental  impairment,  hazardous  materials  and  closure/post-closure 
maintenance  liability;  and 

Any  other  material  term  and  conditions. 

• References.  A list  of  references  for  the  Candidate,  including  the  name,  address,  email  address 
and  telephone  number  of  three  or  more  recent  clients  (preferably  other  public  agencies)  for 
projects  or  transactions  similar  to  the  Work  in  size  and  scope.  Include  permission  for  the  City 
to  contact  such  clients  upon  receipt  of  the  Qualifications  Statement. 

• Financial  Statements.  An  audited  balance  sheet  and  the  related  statement  of  income  and  cash 
flows  for  each  of  the  five  most  recent  full  fiscal  years  of  the  Candidate,  certified  by  a 
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reputable  accounting  firm  as  accurately  presenting  the  financial  position  of  the  Candidate,  in 
accordance  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles.  In  addition,  include  an  unaudited 
balance  sheet  and  the  related  statement  of  income  and  cash  flows  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
of  the  Candidate. 
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Appendix  E 

Overarching  Considerations 

A series  of public  hearings  in  2007  set  the  following  steps  and  guidelines  for  the  search  for 
disposal  alternatives  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco: 

1 . Minimize  and  mitigate  climate  impacts  (e.g.,  minimize  transportation  emissions,  maximize 
methane  recovery,  purchase  carbon  credits).  Issues  that  need  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  the 
search  for  disposal  alternatives  include  the  lowest  feasible  transportation  emissions,  which 
can  be  achieved  through  a combination  of  minimizing  the  transportation  distance  (i.e., 
picking  sites  that  are  in  close  proximity  to  San  Francisco)  and  making  sure  that  the  method  of 
transportation  used  for  transporting  materials  minimizes  emissions  and  maximizes  fuel 
efficiencies.  Alternative  fuel  vehicles  should  be  a requirement.  Consultation  with  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  Clean  Air  program  will  help  develop  standards  for 
transportation  that  will  minimize  emission  impacts. 

Maximum  methane  recovery  is  another  important  element  for  the  City  in  evaluating  options. 
Maximizing  methane  recovery  is  one  of  the  State’s  priorities  in  reducing  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  and  any  waste  disposal  needs  to  include  state  of  the  art  methane  recovery  methods. 
Banning  unprocessed  organics  from  landfills  (as  Europe  has  done)  and  diverting  organics  to 
anaerobic  digestion  are  ways  to  maximize  capture  and  energy  production. 

Purchasing  carbon  credits  or  other  climate  change  mitigation  options  were  the  topic  of  a 
research  project  assigned  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  the  Presidio  School  of 
Management  in  the  fall  of  2007.  This  report  came  up  with  a number  of  options  to  mitigate 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  the  materials  disposed  by  San  Francisco  that  are  not  currently 
being  recycled.  The  City’s  Climate  Action  Plan  calls  for  14%  of  projected  greenhouse  gas 
reductions  to  come  from  increasing  diversion  of  waste  from  landfilling  and  the  Mayor  has 
called  for  an  offset  fee  on  landfilling. 

2.  Incentivize  landfdl  diversion  (e.g.,  tiered  tip  fee).  Economic  levers  can  be  used  to  reduce 
waste  disposal.  The  most  straightforward  method  would  be  to  use  what  utilities  already  do 
for  water,  electricity  and  gas  - a tiered  fee.  For  waste,  landfill  prices  could  be  tiered  to  the 
City’s  diversion  goals,  with  per  ton  fees  increasing  at  different  thresholds.  For  example,  all 
San  Franciscans  can  enjoy  a relatively  low  tipping  fee  as  long  we  are  meeting  our  diversion 
goal.  Should  landfilling  exceed  our  goal,  higher  fees  would  be  charged.  In  order  to  be  fair 
and  equitable,  rates  should  be  structured  so  that  those  who  divert  less  and  generate  more 
would  pay  more  than  those  who  generate  less  and  divert  more  material.  This  tiered  structure 
should  also  be  done  in  such  a way  that  increased  disposal  doesn’t  result  in  a windfall  for  the 
landfill  owner.  One  way  to  accomplish  this  would  be  to  have  material  that  has  not  been 
processed  for  material  recovery  or  contains  organics  charged  higher  or  additional  tip  fees. 

3.  Waste  Hierarchy,  highest  and  best  use,  minimize  lifecycle  net  energy  use.  Discards  should 
follow  the  hierarchy  of  source  reduction,  reuse,  and  recycling  and  composting.  Additionally, 
they  should  be  put  to  their  highest  and  best  use  (e.g.,  it  is  better  to  compost  yard  trimmings 
locally  than  use  them  as  alternative  daily  cover  on  a landfill).  This  largely  eliminates  high 
temperature  “conversion  technologies”,  which  are  not  the  highest  and  best  use  of  these 
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resources.  Generally,  minimizing  lifecycle  net  energy,  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  other 
environmental  impacts  tend  to  follow  these  principles.  Beyond  assessing  higher  fees  for 
recyclable  or  compostable  materials  sent  to  the  landfill,  certain  material  categories  that  are 
readily  recyclable  or  compostable  (e.g.,  yard  trimmings)  could  be  banned  from  trash 
collection  containers  and  any  disposal  sites. 

4.  Toxics  issues.  Minimizing  toxics  in  the  landfill  is  another  important  goal.  A large  percentage 
of  the  universal  waste  generated  in  California  is  still  ending  up  in  landfills,  despite  state 
bans.  The  City  must  further  examine  ways  to  keep  all  hazardous  materials  out  of  disposal 
sites.  The  City  is  an  active  participant  in  the  California  Product  Stewardship  Council,  which 
is  pushing  for  statewide  extended  producer  responsibility  programs  that,  if  implemented,  will 
reduce  the  unfunded  mandates  that  local  governments  and,  by  extension,  ratepayers  are 
required  to  finance  and  accomplish. 

5.  Environmental  and  other  impacts  on  host  communities.  The  environmental  impacts  of  any 
disposal  options  selected  need  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  process  in  order  to  ensure  that 
the  City  is  not  placing  any  undue  burdens  on  host  communities  of  disposal  sites.  Mitigation 
of  any  transportation,  disposal  or  other  impacts  should  be  part  of  the  arrangement  with  the 
host  community  and  paid  for  by  those  generating  the  waste. 

6.  Labor  issues.  Prevailing  wages  and  fair  labor  practices  need  to  be  part  of  any  agreements  and 
strategies  developed  by  the  City  in  this  process. 

7.  Flow  control  and  other  legal  restrictions.  Flow  control  and  other  legal  issues  need  to  be 
factored  into  the  process  to  minimize  the  potential  of  future  litigation. 

8.  Diversify  options  and  contingencies.  The  City  should  consider  minimizing  risk  by  having 
more  than  one  disposal  option  and  planning  contingencies  for  possible  changes  or 
disruptions. 
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Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


Request  for  Qualifications 

Landfill  Disposal  Capacity 

1.  Introduction 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (the  “City”)  is  issuing  this  Request  for  Qualifications  (this 
“RFQ”)  in  search  of  candidates  (“Candidates”)  that  have  the  necessary  qualifications  set  forth  in  this 
RFQ.  Whether  a Candidate  has  such  qualifications  will  be  determined  through  the  evaluation 
process  described  in  Section  5(c)  of  this  RFQ.  Candidates  chosen  through  this  process  (“Qualified 
Candidates”)  will  be  eligible  to  participate  in  a subsequent  selection  process.  The  subsequent  process 
will  identify  the  Qualified  Candidate  that  will  have  the  opportunity  to  enter  into  a contract  (the 
“Contract”)  to  perform  the  work,  project  or  services  (the  “Work”)  described  in  Section  2 of  this 
RFQ.  No  Candidate  shall  have  any  legal  or  equitable  right  or  obligation  to  enter  into  the  Contract  or 
to  perfonn  the  Work  as  a result  of  being  chosen  as  a Qualified  Candidate. 

2.  The  Work 

The  City  is  interested  in  arranging  for  long-tenn  disposal  capacity  for  its  residual  municipal  solid 
waste  beyond  the  term  of  its  current  agreement  with  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County.  This 
letter  of  inquiry  has  been  sent  to  firms  we  believe  may  have  sufficient  capacity  at  one  or  more 
landfills  to  accommodate  the  City’s  projected  waste  stream,  as  discussed  further  below. 

Background 

San  Francisco  generates  about  5,600  tons  of  solid  waste  each  day,  including  materials  from  residents 
and  businesses.  Less  than  one-third  of  this  material,  approximately  1,800  tons  a day,  is  ending  up  in 
landfills.  Waste  picked  up  in  San  Francisco  for  disposal  must  be  collected  by  permitted  haulers. 
Norcal  Waste  Systems  holds  virtually  all  the  pennits  in  San  Francisco,  and  collection  is  handled  by 
two  of  Norcal  Waste  System’s  subsidiary  companies,  Sunset  Scavenger  and  Golden  Gate  Disposal  & 
Recycling.  These  companies  transport  waste  to  a consolidation  center,  called  a Transfer  Station,  in 
the  southeast  sector  of  San  Francisco,  operated  by  SF  Recycling  & Disposal,  a subsidiary  of  Norcal 
Waste  Systems.  All  waste  taken  to  the  Transfer  Station  (approximately  82%  of  all  waste  generated  in 
the  City)  is  transported  to  Waste  Management’s  Altamont  Landfill,  located  62  miles  from  San 
Francisco  in  Alameda  County.  The  balance  of  the  waste  ends  up  in  a number  of  other  landfills  in  the 
region. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  entered  into  a long-term  landfill  disposal  agreement  effective 
November  1 , 1988,  with  the  Sanitaiy  Fill  Company  (now  SF  Recycling  & Disposal)  and  the  Oakland 


Scavenger  Company  (now  Waste  Management  of  Alameda  County1).  The  agreement  provides  for 
the  disposition  of  up  to  15  million  tons  of  San  Francisco's  municipal  solid  waste  in  the  Altamont 
Landfill  or  65  years  of  disposal,  whichever  comes  first.  As  of  December  3 1 , 2007,  approximately 
1 1 .875  million  tons  of  this  capacity  had  been  used  by  San  Francisco,  leaving  a balance  of  3.125 
million  tons. 

Waste  Generation  and  Disposal  Trends 

Waste  generation  statistics  are  generally  less  accurate  as  one  goes  back  in  time,  since  the  City  has 
conducted  more  comprehensive  waste  analyses  in  recent  years.  Waste  generation  in  San  Francisco 
has  been  climbing  fairly  steadily  for  the  past  ten  years.  During  the  past  three  years,  waste  generation 
has  crept  up  somewhat  more  slowly.  What  has  changed  even  more  dramatically  over  the  past  decade 
is  landfill  diversion,  which  has  leapt  from  less  than  400,000  tons  in  1995  to  over  1.4  million  tons  in 
2006. 

While  diversion  estimates  require  expensive  studies  and  are  not  measured  on  a comprehensive  basis 
annually,  there  are  measurement  systems  in  place  at  landfills  to  provide  annual  information.  There 
is  a correlation  between  expanded  diversion  programs  and  decreased  tonnage  going  to  landfills. 

Total  disposal  for  San  Francisco  has  been  dropping  since  2000,  from  872,731  tons  in  2000  to 
663,404  tons  in  2006,  while  diversion  increased  even  more  over  the  same  period. 

Disposal  at  the  Altamont  landfill  by  SF  Recycling  & Disposal  increased  fairly  consistently  each  year 
between  1995  and  2000,  reaching  a peak  of  729,717  tons  in  2000.  Since  then,  disposal  declined 
every  year  through  2005,  when  it  dropped  to  545,437  tons.  In  2006,  thanks  in  part  to  the  closing  of 
the  Hillside  landfill,  Altamont  disposal  increased  slightly  to  546,733  tons.  In  2007,  Altamont 
disposal  dropped  to  520,265  tons. 

1932  Ordinance 

The  1932  Refuse  Collection  and  Disposal  Ordinance  passed  by  San  Francisco  voters  addresses 
collection  of  refuse  without  commercial  value,  transporting  it  on  City  streets  and  disposal.  It  does 
not  address  consolidating  materials,  processing  for  material  recovery  or  transporting  them  to  other 
facilities.  The  1932  Ordinance  provides  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designates  the  manner  or 
method  of  disposal  of  refuse  from  time  to  time. 

Planning  Requirements 

The  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  requires  that  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  file  a Siting  Element,  a planning  document  that  tracks  disposal  capacity.  The  City’s  next 
Siting  Element  will  likely  be  filed  in  2010.  At  that  time,  San  Francisco  will  have  to  show  either  15 
years  of  capacity  (through  2025),  or  include  a plan  for  obtaining  this  capacity.  There  is  no  penalty 
for  having  less  than  1 5 years. 

Length  of  Time  Remaining  on  the  Altamont  Contract 


1 A subsidiary  of  Waste  Management,  the  largest  solid  waste  company  in  North  America. 
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Length  of  Time  Remaining  on  the  Altamont  Contract 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  prepared  three  main  scenarios  to  calculate  the  remaining 
lifetime  of  our  landfill  contract. 

1 . The  first  scenario  is  based  on  Norcal  being  able  to  meet  ambitious  targets  of  reducing  landfill  at 
Altamont  to  475,190  tons  in  rate  year  2008,  459,610  tons  in  rate  year  2009,  444,030  tons  in  rate 
year  2010  and  428,450  tons  in  rate  year  2011.  Meeting  these  targets  allows  Norcal  to  increase  its 
revenue  by  about  $2.48-2.75  million  each  year  that  it  meets  the  target2,  which  provides  a 
powerful  incentive  to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste  going  to  the  Altamont  landfill.  This  incentive 
program  is  based  on  a successful  diversion  incentive  account  implemented  during  the  last  five- 
year  rate  period,  which  resulted  in  Norcal  meeting  such  Tier  2 targets  80%  of  the  time.  If  these 
new  targets  are  met,  landfill  capacity  will  not  be  exhausted  until  2015. 

2.  The  second  scenario  is  based  on  Norcal  being  able  to  meet  slightly  less  ambitious  targets  of 
reducing  landfill  at  Altamont  to  487,841  tons  in  rate  year  2008,  472,126  tons  in  rate  year  2009, 
455,145  tons  in  rate  year  2010  and  438,282  tons  in  rate  year  2011.  Meeting  these  targets  allows 
Norcal  to  increase  its  revenue  by  an  average  of  about  $1 .24-1 .38  million  each  year  that  it  meets 
the  target3,  which  provides  a strong  incentive  to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste  going  to  the 
Altamont  landfill.  This  incentive  program  is  also  based  on  the  successful  diversion  incentive 
account  implemented  during  the  last  five-year  rate  period,  which  resulted  in  Norcal  meeting  such 
Tier  1 targets  100%  of  the  time.  If  these  new  targets  are  met,  landfill  capacity  will  not  be 
exhausted  until  2015. 

3 . The  third  scenario  is  based  on  landfill  at  Altamont  remaining  constant  at  the  current  level  of 
disposal,  which  is  520,265  tons  a year  (based  on  the  12  months  ending  December  31,  2007). 
Under  this  scenario  San  Francisco  would  likely  miss  the  Board  mandated  requirement  of 
achieving  75%  diversion  by  2010  (unless  waste  generation  increased  dramatically  over  the  next 
few  years).  If  this  scenario  happens,  landfill  capacity  would  be  exhausted  by  January  of  2014. 

City  Objectives 

The  City  wishes  to  enter  into  one  or  more  agreements  for  long-term  disposal  beyond  the  end  of  its 
current  agreement.  The  City  welcomes  competitive  proposals  from  disposal  facilities  that  meet  the 
overarching  considerations  listed  in  this  section,  disposal  solution  items  listed  in  section  4 and  the 
following: 

• Disposal  tonnage  for  the  time  period  following  the  expiry  of  the  City’s  current  agreement 
through  2025  or  a maximum  of  5,000,000  tons,  whichever  comes  first. 

• The  response  should  include  a statement  of  willingness  to  enter  into  a contract  with  tiered  tip 
fees,  with  a baseline  rate  for  tonnage  that  is  less  than  the  City’s  amiual  disposal  target  and  a 
higher  tip  fee  for  tons  that  exceed  the  target.  The  disposal  targets  are  currently  calculated 


2 The  Diversion  Incentive  allows  the  Norcal  companies  to  receive  increased  profits  of  1%  a year  for  meeting  these  targets, 
which  would  increase  profits  by  about  $2.48  million  in  rate  year  2007,  increasing  to  about  $2.75  million  in  rate  year  2011. 

1 The  Diversion  Incentive  allows  the  Norcal  companies  to  receive  increased  profits  of  .5%  a year  for  meeting  these  targets, 
which  would  increase  profits  by  about  $1.24  million  in  rate  year  2007,  increasing  to  about  $1.38  million  in  rate  year  2011. 
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straight-line  from  calendar  2007  disposal  of  520,265  tons  to  San  Francisco’s  goal  of  zero 
waste  to  landfill  by  2020. 

• The  response  should  also  include  a statement  of  willingness  to  enter  into  a contract  with  a 
reduced  tip  fee  for  loads  that  contain  no  unprocessed  organic  material,  as  such  loads  could 
potentially  be  handled  in  ways  to  reduce  landfill  costs  and  liability. 

• The  response  should  also  include  a statement  of  willingness  to  enter  into  a contract  with  a 
reduced  fee  for  any  material  used  as  alternative  daily  cover,  landfill  construction,  roads,  etc. 

Overarching  Considerations 

A series  of  public  hearings  in  2007  set  the  following  steps  and  guidelines  for  the  search  for  disposal 
alternatives  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco: 

1 . Minimize  and  mitigate  climate  impacts  (e.g.,  minimize  transportation  emissions,  maximize 
methane  recovery,  purchase  carbon  credits).  Issues  that  need  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  the 
search  for  disposal  alternatives  include  the  lowest  feasible  transportation  emissions,  which 
can  be  achieved  through  a combination  of  minimizing  the  transportation  distance  (i.e., 
picking  sites  that  are  in  close  proximity  to  San  Francisco)  and  making  sure  that  the  method  of 
transportation  used  for  transporting  materials  minimizes  emissions  and  maximizes  fuel 
efficiencies.  Alternative  fuel  vehicles  should  be  a requirement.  Consultation  with  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  Clean  Air  program  will  help  develop  standards  for 
transportation  that  will  minimize  emission  impacts. 

Maximum  methane  recovery  is  another  important  element  for  the  City  in  evaluating  options. 
Maximizing  methane  recovery  is  one  of  the  State’s  priorities  in  reducing  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  and  any  waste  disposal  needs  to  include  state  of  the  art  methane  recovery 
methods.  Banning  unprocessed  organics  from  landfills  (as  Europe  has  done)  and  pursuing 
anaerobic  digestion  are  ways  to  maximize  capture  and  energy  production. 

Purchasing  carbon  credits  or  other  climate  change  mitigation  options  were  the  topic  of  a 
research  project  assigned  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  the  Presidio  School  of 
Management  in  the  fall  of  2007.  This  report  came  up  with  a number  of  options  to  mitigate 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  the  materials  disposed  by  San  Francisco  that  are  not  currently 
being  recycled.  The  City’s  Climate  Action  Plan  calls  for  14%  of  projected  greenhouse  gas 
reductions  to  come  from  the  waste  sector  and  the  Mayor  has  called  for  an  offset  fee  on 
landfilling. 

2.  Incentivize  landfill  diversion  (e.g.,  tiered  tip  fee).  Economic  levers  can  be  used  to  reduce 
waste  disposal.  The  most  straightforward  method  would  be  to  use  what  utilities  already  do  for 
water,  electricity  and  gas  a tiered  fee.  For  waste,  landfill  prices  could  be  tiered  to  the  City’s 
diversion  goals,  with  per  ton  fees  increasing  at  different  thresholds.  For  example,  all  San 
Franciscans  can  enjoy  a relatively  low  tipping  fee  as  long  we  are  meeting  our  diversion  goal. 
Should  landfilling  exceed  our  goal,  higher  fees  would  be  charged.  In  order  to  be  fair  and 
equitable,  rates  should  be  structured  so  that  those  who  divert  less  and  generate  more  would 
pay  more  than  those  who  generate  less  and  divert  more  material.  This  tiered  structure  should 
also  be  done  in  such  a way  that  increased  disposal  doesn’t  result  in  a windfall  for  the  landfill 

4 


owner.  One  way  to  accomplish  this  would  be  to  have  material  that  has  not  been  processed  for 
material  recovery  or  contains  organics  charged  higher  or  additional  tip  fees. 

3.  Waste  Hierarchy,  highest  and  best  use,  minimize  lifecycle  net  energy  use.  Discards  should 
follow  the  hierarchy  of  source  reduction,  reuse,  and  recycling  and  composting.  Additionally, 
they  should  be  put  to  their  highest  and  best  use  (e.g.,  it  is  better  to  compost  yard  trimmings 
locally  than  use  them  as  alternative  daily  cover  on  a landfill).  This  largely  eliminates  high 
temperature  “conversion  technologies”,  which  are  not  the  highest  and  best  use  of  these 
resources.  Generally,  minimizing  lifecycle  net  energy,  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  other 
environmental  impacts  tend  to  follow  these  principles.  Beyond  assessing  higher  fees  for 
recyclable  or  compostable  materials  sent  to  the  landfill,  certain  material  categories  that  are 
readily  recyclable  or  compostable  (e.g.,  yard  trimmings)  could  be  banned  from  trash 
collection  containers  and  any  disposal  sites. 

4.  Toxics  issues.  Minimizing  toxics  in  the  landfill  is  another  important  goal.  A large  percentage 
of  the  universal  waste  generated  in  California  is  still  ending  up  in  landfills,  despite  state  bans. 
The  City  must  further  examine  ways  to  keep  all  hazardous  materials  out  of  disposal  sites.  The 
City  is  an  active  participant  in  the  California  Product  Stewardship  Council,  which  is  pushing 
for  statewide  extended  producer  responsibility  programs  that,  if  implemented,  will  reduce  the 
unfunded  mandates  that  local  governments  and,  by  extension,  ratepayers  are  required  to 
finance  and  accomplish. 

5.  Environmental  and  other  impacts  on  host  communities.  The  environmental  impacts  of  any 
disposal  options  selected  need  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  process  in  order  to  ensure  that 
the  City  is  not  placing  any  undue  burdens  on  host  communities  of  disposal  sites.  Mitigation 
of  any  transportation,  disposal  or  other  impacts  should  be  part  of  the  arrangement  with  the 
host  community  and  paid  for  by  those  generating  the  waste. 

6.  Labor  issues.  Prevailing  wages  and  fair  labor  practices  need  to  be  part  of  any  agreements  and 
strategies  developed  by  the  City  in  this  process. 

7.  Flow  control  and  other  legal  restrictions.  Flow  control  and  other  legal  issues  need  to  be 
factored  into  the  process  to  minimize  the  potential  of  future  litigation. 

8.  Diversify  options  and  contingencies.  The  City  should  consider  minimizing  risk  by  having 
more  than  one  disposal  option  and  planning  contingencies  for  possible  changes  or 
disruptions. 

The  above  description  of  the  Work  is  intended  as  a general  guide  and  not  as  a complete  description 
of  all  aspects  of  the  Work  or  of  all  tasks  necessary  in  order  to  complete  the  Work. 

Necessary  Qualifications 

In  order  to  be  considered  as  a Qualified  Candidate,  a Candidate  must  meet  each  of  the  following 
requirements: 

• Goodstanding.  Licenses,  etc.  If  not  an  individual,  the  Candidate  must  be  a validly  existing 
legal  entity,  qualified  to  do  business  and  in  good  standing  in  the  State  of  California.  In 
5 


addition,  each  Candidate  must  have  all  necessary  licenses,  permits,  approvals  and 
authorizations  necessary  in  order  to  perform  the  Work  and  conduct  the  Candidate’s  business 
by  November  1,  2013. 

• Minimum  Tonnage  Capacity.  The  Candidate  must  have  the  capacity  to  receive  a minimum  of 
5 million  tons  in  a current  or  planned  Class  III  or  higher  disposal  facility  by  November  1 , 
2013. 

• Overarching  Considerations.  The  Candidate  must  be  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  the 
relevant  overarching  considerations  listed  in  Section  2 of  this  RFQ. 

• Other  City  Contracting  Requirements.  The  Candidate  must  be  willing  and  able  to  comply 
with  the  City  contracting  requirements  set  forth  in  Section  7 of  this  RFQ. 

4.  Qualifications  Statement 

To  respond  to  this  RFQ,  a Candidate  must  submit  a Statement  of  Candidate’s  Qualifications  (a 
“Qualifications  Statement”)  on  or  before  the  submissions  deadline  (the  “Submissions  Deadline”)  set 
forth  in  Section  5(b)  of  this  RFQ.  The  Qualifications  Statement  must  be  signed  by  a person 
authorized  to  bind  the  Candidate  to  the  representations,  commitments  and  statements  contained  in 
the  Qualifications  Statement.  The  Qualifications  Statement  must  contain  the  following  infonnation 
and  documents: 

• Description  of  Candidate.  A description  of  the  Candidate’s  organizational  structure  (e.g. 
corporation,  partnership,  limited  liability  company),  the  jurisdiction  in  which  Candidate  is 
organized  and  date  of  such  organization. 

• Authorized  Representative.  The  name,  address,  telephone  number,  email  address  and 
facsimile  number  of  the  person  authorized  to  represent  the  Candidate  with  respect  to  all 
notices,  negotiations,  discussions  and  other  communications  relating  to  this  RFQ,  any  further 
selection  process  and  any  negotiations  relating  to  the  Contract. 

• Representation  Regarding  Goodstanding.  Licenses,  etc.  A representation  that  the  Candidate 
is  in  good  standing  in  the  State  of  California  and  has  all  the  necessary  licenses,  permits, 
approvals  and  authorizations  necessary  in  order  to  perform  the  Work  and  conduct  the 
Candidate’s  business  by  November  1,  2013. 

• Representation  Regarding  City  Contracting  Requirements.  A representation  that  the 
Candidate  is  able  and  willing  to  comply  with  all  of  the  contracting  requirements  described  in 
Section  7 of  this  RFQ. 

• Representation  Regarding  Overarching  Considerations.  A representation  that  the  Candidate  is 
able  and  willing  to  comply  with  the  relevant  overarching  considerations. 

• Disposal  Solution  that  Would  Accommodate  City’s  Projected  Waste  Stream,  including: 

a)  Location,  type  and  Class  of  the  landfill(s); 
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b)  Permitted  and  currently  planned  capacity; 

c)  Permitted  and  currently  planned  daily  tonnage  and  vehicle  trips; 

d)  Current  actual  daily  tonnage  and  vehicle  trips; 

e)  Permitted  annual  tonnage; 

f)  Current  limits  or  pennit  restrictions  on  use  of  the  site  (hours  of  operation,  types  of 
vehicles,  etc.); 

g)  Current  major  customers,  including  tonnage  commitments  (both  amount  and  term); 

h)  Remaining  current  uncommitted  capacity  at  January  1,  2008  and  projected  capacity  in 
twenty  years; 

i)  Planned  expansions,  if  any,  to  twenty  years  and  beyond; 

j)  Current  environmental  status,  including  any  historical  violation  of  permit  provisions 
or  legal  actions  at  the  proposed  landfill(s); 

k)  Description  of  design,  pennit  and  operating  features  that  protect  and  monitor  public 
health  and  safety,  water  quality  and  air  quality  (leachate  treatment  facilities,  landfill 
gas  collection  systems,  base  liner,  etc.); 

l)  Form  of  Closure/Post-Closure  maintenance  financial  assurance  (trust  fund,  corporate 
guarantee,  etc.)  provided  under  current  regulations; 

m)  Status  of  current  pennits  and  regulatory  approvals  for  the  proposed  landfill(s); 

n)  Required  permit  revision,  mitigations,  fees  (including  host  fees)  and  approvals 
necessary  to  accept  the  City’s  waste; 

o)  Names,  titles  and  experience  of  key  personnel  who  would  be  integrally  involved  in 
the  negotiation  of  any  agreement; 

p)  Current  procedures  for  inspection,  sampling  and  accounting  for  waste  by  jurisdiction; 

q)  Method  of  transportation  required  for  landfill  access  (e.g.  transfer  truck  and  trailer, 
rail  car,  etc.)  and  tipping  method  for  incoming  loads; 

r)  Contingency  plan  for  disposal  of  the  City’s  waste  in  the  event  of  an  emergency; 

s)  Enviromnental  impact  on  host  community; 

t)  Procedures  in  place  to  keep  banned  materials  out  of  the  landfill(s);  and 

u)  Current  or  planned  waste  diversion  activities  at  the  landfill(s). 

Representation  Regarding  Litigation.  The  litigation  history  (with  explanation)  for  the  last  five 
years  involving  the  respondent,  any  of  its  affiliates,  or  any  partner,  subcontractor  or 
subsidiary  of  the  respondent  or  any  of  its  affiliates,  and/or  any  corporate  officer  of  any  of 
such  entities  relating  to: 

• Performance  of  a solid  waste  receiving,  processing,  recycling  or  disposal  services 
contract;  or 

• Any  violation  of  environmental  laws,  regulations,  permits,  allegations  of  corrupt 
practices  or  state  or  federal  antitrust  laws. 

General  Business  Terms  and  Conditions  Under  Which  Your  Firm  Would  be  Willing  to  Enter 
into  an  Agreement  with  the  City  for  Long-Term  Disposal  Capacity,  including: 

a)  The  term  of  the  agreement; 

b)  Restrictions  on  the  type  and  quantity  of  waste  to  be  disposed  (including  a discussion 
of  whether  special  wastes  would  be  accepted); 

c)  The  methodology  for  determination  and  adjustment  of  the  per  ton  disposal  fee; 
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d)  The  level  of  protection  or  indemnification  that  your  firm  is  willing  to  provide  the  City 
against  environmental  impairment,  hazardous  materials  and  closure/post-closure 
maintenance  liability;  and 

e)  Any  other  material  term  and  conditions. 

• References.  A list  of  references  for  the  Candidate,  including  the  name,  address,  email  address 
and  telephone  number  of  three  or  more  recent  clients  (preferably  other  public  agencies)  for 
projects  or  transactions  similar  to  the  Work  in  size  and  scope.  Include  permission  for  the  City 
to  contact  such  clients  upon  receipt  of  the  Qualifications  Statement. 

• Financial  Statements.  An  audited  balance  sheet  and  the  related  statement  of  income  and  cash 
flows  for  each  of  the  five  most  recent  full  fiscal  years  of  the  Candidate,  certified  by  a 
reputable  accounting  firm  as  accurately  presenting  the  financial  position  of  the  Candidate,  in 
accordance  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  hi  addition,  include  an  unaudited 
balance  sheet  and  the  related  statement  of  income  and  cash  flows  for  the  current  fiscal  year  of 
the  Candidate. 

5.  Orientation,  Submission  and  Selection  Process 

A.  Orientation  Meeting 

Candidates  are  required  to  attend  a pre-submission  orientation  meeting  on  July  15,  2008  to  be  held  at 
the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco.  Questions  raised  at  the 
orientation  meeting  will  be  answered  orally  at  the  meeting. 

B.  Time  and  Place  for  Submission  of  Qualification  Statement 

Each  Candidate  shall  submit  its  Qualification  Statement  by  email  to  David.Assinann@sfgov.org. 
Qualification  Statements  must  be  received  no  later  than  5:00  pm  on  August  29,  2008. 

C.  Evaluation  Process 

The  Qualification  Statements  will  be  evaluated  by  a selection  committee  coordinated  by  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  which  will  include  departmental  staff,  staff  from  other  city  agencies 
and  outside  representatives  as  required.  At  any  time  during  the  evaluation  process,  the  City  may 
require  a Candidate  to  provide  oral  or  written  clarification  of  its  Qualification  Statement. 

I).  Estimated  Schedule 

Issuance  of  this  RFQ  May  30,  2008 

Orientation  Meeting  1 pm,  July  15,  2008 

Submission  Deadline  5 pm,  August  29,  2008 

Commencement  of  Evaluation  Process  September  1 5,  2008 

Notice  to  Candidates  of  Evaluation  Results  October  1 , 2008 
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E.  Subsequent  Selection  Process  and  Contract  Award 

The  City  will  select  a list  of  preferred  and  qualified  applicants  from  the  pool  of  respondents  to  this 
RFQ.  These  candidates  will  be  contacted  by  the  City  about  future  applications. 

6.  Terms  and  Conditions  Governing  this  RFQ 

A.  Errors  and  Omissions  in  RFQ 

Respondents  are  responsible  for  reviewing  all  portions  of  this  RFQ.  Respondents  are  to  promptly 
notify  the  Department,  in  writing,  if  the  respondent  discovers  any  ambiguity,  discrepancy,  omission, 
or  other  error  in  the  RFQ.  Any  such  notification  should  be  directed  to  the  Department  promptly  after 
discovery,  but  in  no  event  later  than  five  working  days  prior  to  the  date  for  receipt  of  proposals. 
Modifications  and  clarifications  will  be  made  by  addenda  as  provided  below. 

B.  Inquiries  Regarding  RFQ 

Inquiries  regarding  the  RFQ  and  all  oral  notifications  of  an  intent  to  request  written  modification  or 
clarification  of  the  RFQ,  must  be  directed  to:  David.Assmann@sfgov.org. 

C.  Objections  to  RFQ  Terms 

Should  a respondent  object  on  any  ground  to  any  provision  or  legal  requirement  set  forth  in  this 
RFQ,  the  respondent  must,  not  more  than  ten  calendar  days  after  the  RFQ  is  issued,  provide  written 
notice  to  the  Department  setting  forth  with  specificity  the  grounds  for  the  objection.  The  failure  of  a 
respondent  to  object  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  this  paragraph  shall  constitute  a complete  and 
irrevocable  waiver  of  any  such  objection. 

D.  Change  Notices 

The  Department  may  modify  the  RFQ,  prior  to  the  proposal  due  date,  by  issuing  Change  Notices, 
which  will  be  posted  on  our  website.  The  respondent  shall  be  responsible  for  ensuring  that  its 
proposal  reflects  any  and  all  Change  Notices  issued  by  the  Department  prior  to  the  proposal  due  date 
regardless  of  when  the  proposal  is  submitted.  Therefore,  the  City  recommends  that  the  respondent 
consult  the  website  frequently,  including  shortly  before  the  proposal  due  date,  to  ensure  the 
respondent  has  incorporated  all  Change  Notices. 

E.  Term  of  Proposal 

Submission  of  a proposal  signifies  that  the  proposed  services  valid  for  120  calendar  days  from  the 
proposal  due  date. 

F.  Revision  of  Proposal 

A respondent  may  revise  a proposal  on  the  respondent’s  own  initiative  at  any  time  before  the 
deadline  for  submission  of  proposals.  The  respondent  must  submit  the  revised  proposal  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  original.  A revised  proposal  must  be  received  on  or  before  the  proposal  due  date. 


In  no  case  will  a statement  of  intent  to  submit  a revised  proposal,  or  commencement  of  a revision 
process,  extend  the  proposal  due  date  for  any  respondent. 

At  any  time  during  the  proposal  evaluation  process,  the  Department  may  require  a respondent  to 
provide  oral  or  written  clarification  of  its  proposal.  The  Department  reserves  the  right  to  make  an 
award  without  further  clarifications  of  proposals  received. 

G.  Errors  and  Omissions  in  Proposal 

Failure  by  the  Department  to  object  to  an  error,  omission,  or  deviation  in  the  proposal  will  in  no  way 
modify  the  RFQ  or  excuse  the  vendor  from  full  compliance  with  the  specifications  of  the  RFQ  or 
any  contract  awarded  pursuant  to  the  RFQ. 

H.  Financial  Responsibility' 

The  City  accepts  no  financial  responsibility  for  any  costs  incurred  by  a firm  in  responding  to  this 
RFQ.  Submissions  of  the  RFQ  will  become  the  property  of  the  City  and  may  be  used  by  the  City  in 
any  way  deemed  appropriate. 

I.  Respondent’s  Obligations  under  the  Campaign  Reform  Ordinance 

Respondents  must  comply  with  Section  1.126  of  the  S.F.  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct 
Code,  which  states: 

No  person  who  contracts  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  the  rendition  of  personal 
services,  for  the  furnishing  of  any  material,  supplies  or  equipment  to  the  City,  or  for  selling  any  land 
or  building  to  the  City,  whenever  such  transaction  would  require  approval  by  a City  elective  officer, 
or  the  board  on  which  that  City  elective  officer  serves,  shall  make  any  contribution  to  such  an 
officer,  or  candidates  for  such  an  office,  or  committee  controlled  by  such  officer  or  candidate  at  any 
time  between  commencement  of  negotiations  and  the  later  of  either  ( 1 ) the  teimination  of 
negotiations  for  such  contract,  or  (2)  three  months  have  elapsed  from  the  date  the  contract  is 
approved  by  the  City  elective  officer  or  the  board  on  which  that  City  elective  officer  serves. 

If  a respondent  is  negotiating  for  a contract  that  must  be  approved  by  an  elected  local  officer  or  the 
board  on  which  that  officer  serves,  during  the  negotiation  period  the  respondent  is  prohibited  from 
making  contributions  to: 

• The  officer’s  re-election  campaign 

• A candidate  for  that  officer’s  office 

• A committee  controlled  by  the  officer  or  candidate. 

The  negotiation  period  begins  with  the  first  point  of  contact,  either  by  telephone,  in  person,  or  in 
writing,  when  a contractor  approaches  any  city  officer  or  employee  about  a particular  contract,  or  a 
city  officer  or  employee  initiates  communication  with  a potential  contractor  about  a contract.  The 
negotiation  period  ends  when  a contract  is  awarded  or  not  awarded  to  the  contractor.  Examples  of 
initial  contacts  include:  ( 1 ) a vendor  contacts  a city  officer  or  employee  to  promote  himself  or  herself 
as  a candidate  for  a contract;  and  (2)  a city  officer  or  employee  contacts  a contractor  to  propose  that 
the  contractor  apply  for  a contract.  Inquiries  for  information  about  a particular  contract,  requests  for 
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documents  relating  to  a Request  for  Proposal,  and  requests  to  be  placed  on  a mailing  list  do  not 
constitute  negotiations. 

Violation  of  Section  1 . 126  may  result  in  tlie  following  criminal,  civil,  or  administrative  penalties: 

1 . Criminal.  Any  person  who  knowingly  or  willfully  violates  section  1 . 1 26  is  subject  to  a 
fine  of  up  to  $5,000  and  a jail  term  of  not  more  than  six  months,  or  both. 

2.  Civil.  Any  person  who  intentionally  or  negligently  violates  section  1 . 126  may  be  held 
liable  in  a civil  action  brought  by  the  civil  prosecutor  for  an  amount  up  to  $5,000. 

3.  Administrative.  Any  person  who  intentionally  or  negligently  violates  section  1 . 126  may 
be  held  liable  in  an  administrative  proceeding  before  the  Ethics  Commission  held 
pursuant  to  the  Charter  for  an  amount  up  to  $5,000  for  each  violation. 

For  further  information,  respondents  should  contact  the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission  at 
(415)  581-2300. 

J.  Sunshine  Ordinance 

In  accordance  with  S.F.  Administrative  Code  Section  67.24(e),  contractors’  bids,  responses  to  RFQs 
and  all  other  records  of  communications  between  the  City  and  persons  or  firms  seeking  contracts 
shall  be  open  to  inspection  immediately  after  a contract  has  been  awarded.  Nothing  in  this  provision 
requires  the  disclosure  of  a private  person’s  or  organization’s  net  worth  or  other  proprietary  financial 
data  submitted  for  qualification  for  a contract  or  other  benefits  until  and  unless  that  person  or 
organization  is  awarded  the  contract  or  benefit.  Information  provided  which  is  covered  by  this 
paragraph  will  be  made  available  to  the  public  upon  request. 

K.  Public  Access  to  Meetings  and  Records 

If  a respondent  is  a non-profit  entity  that  receives  a cumulative  total  per  year  of  at  least  $250,000  in 
City  funds  or  City-administered  funds  and  is  a non-profit  organization  as  defined  in  Chapter  12L  of 
the  S.F.  Administrative  Code,  the  respondent  must  comply  with  Chapter  12L.  The  respondent  must 
include  in  its  proposal  (1)  a statement  describing  its  efforts  to  comply  with  the  Chapter  12L 
provisions  regarding  public  access  to  respondent’s  meetings  and  records,  and  (2)  a summary  of  all 
complaints  concerning  the  respondent’s  compliance  with  Chapter  12L  that  were  filed  with  the  City 
in  the  last  two  years  and  deemed  by  the  City  to  be  substantiated.  The  summary  shall  also  describe 
the  disposition  of  each  complaint.  If  no  such  complaints  were  filed,  the  respondent  shall  include  a 
statement  to  that  effect.  Failure  to  comply  with  the  reporting  requirements  of  Chapter  12L  or 
material  misrepresentation  in  respondent’s  Chapter  12L  submissions  shall  be  grounds  for  rejection  of 
the  proposal  and/or  termination  of  any  subsequent  Agreement  reached  on  the  basis  of  the  proposal. 

L.  Reservations  of  Rights  by  the  City 

The  issuance  of  this  RFQ  does  not  constitute  an  agreement  by  the  City  that  any  subsequent  selection 
process  will  occur  or  that  any  contract  will  actually  be  entered  into  by  the  City.  The  City  expressly 
reserves  the  right  at  any  time  to: 
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1 . Waive  or  correct  any  defect  or  informality  in  any  Qualification  Statement  or  the 
procedure  set  forth  in  this  RFQ; 

2.  Reject  any  or  all  Qualification  Statements; 

3.  Issue  a new  request  for  qualifications  in  lieu  of  this  RFQ; 

4.  Change  the  subsequent  selection  process; 

5.  Procure  all  or  any  portion  of  the  Work  by  any  other  means; 

6.  Extend  the  Submission  Deadline,  or  accept  amendments  to  Qualification  Statements  after 
expiration  of  the  dates  set  forth  in  this  RFQ;  and/or 

7.  Determine  that  the  Work  will  not  be  pursued. 

M.  No  Waiver 

No  waiver  by  the  City  of  any  provision  of  this  RFQ  shall  be  implied  from  any  failure  by  the  City  to 
recognize  or  take  action  on  account  of  any  failure  by  a respondent  to  observe  any  provision  of  this 
RFQ. 

N.  Local  Business  Enterprise  Goals  and  Outreach 

The  requirements  of  the  Local  Business  Enterprise  and  Non-Discrimination  in  Contracting 
Ordinance  set  forth  in  Chapter  14B  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  as  it  now  exists  or  as  it 
may  be  amended  in  the  future  (collectively  the  “LBE  Ordinance”)  shall  apply  to  this  RFQ. 

1.  LBE  Participation 

The  City  strongly  encourages  proposals  from  qualified  LBEs.  Pursuant  to  Chapter  14B,  the 
following  rating  discount  will  be  in  effect  for  the  award  of  this  project  for  any  respondents  who  are 
certified  by  HRC  as  a LBE,  or  joint  ventures  where  the  joint  venture  partners  are  in  the  same 
discipline  and  have  the  specific  levels  of  participation  as  identified  below.  Certification  applications 
may  be  obtained  by  calling  HRC  at  (41 5)  252-2500.  The  rating  discount  applies  at  each  phase  of  the 
selection  process.  The  application  of  the  rating  discount  is  as  follows: 

a.  A 1 0%  discount  to  an  LBE;  or  a joint  venture  between  or  among  LBEs;  or 

b.  A 5%  discount  to  a joint  venture  with  LBE  participation  that  equals  or  exceeds 
35%,  but  is  under  40%;  or 

c.  A 7.5%  discount  to  a joint  venture  with  LBE  participation  that  equals  or  exceeds 
40%;  or 

d.  A 10%  discount  to  a certified  non-profit  entity. 

If  applying  for  a rating  discount  as  a joint  venture:  The  LBE  must  be  an  active  partner  in  the  joint 
venture  and  perfonn  work,  manage  the  job  and  take  financial  risks  in  proportion  to  the  required  level 
of  participation  stated  in  the  proposal,  and  must  be  responsible  for  a clearly  defined  portion  of  the 
work  to  be  performed  and  share  in  the  ownership,  control,  management  responsibilities,  risks,  and 
profits  of  the  joint  venture.  The  portion  of  the  LBE  joint  venture’s  work  shall  be  set  forth  in  detail 
separately  from  the  work  to  be  performed  by  the  non- LBE  joint  venture  partner.  The  LBE  joint 
venture’s  portion  of  the  contract  must  be  assigned  a commercially  useful  function. 


2. 


HRC  Forms  to  be  Submitted  with  Proposal 


a.  All  proposals  submitted  must  include  the  following  Human  Rights  Commission 
(HRC)  Forms  contained  in  the  HRC  Attachment  2:  1)  HRC  Contract  Participation  Form,  2)  HRC 
Non-Discrimination  Affidavit,  3)  HRC  Joint  Venture  Form  (if  applicable),  and  4)  HRC  Employment 
Form.  If  these  forms  are  not  returned  with  the  proposal,  the  proposal  may  be  determined  to  be  non- 
responsive  and  may  be  rejected. 

b.  Please  submit  only  two  copies  of  the  above  forms  with  your  proposal.  The  forms 
should  be  placed  in  a separate,  sealed  envelope  labeled  HRC  Forms. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  HRC  Forms,  you  may  call  Preston  Tom,  the  Human  Rights 
Commission  Contract  Compliance  Officer  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Office  of 
Economic  and  Workforce  Development  at  650-821-7796. 

7.  Contract  Requirements 

If  a subsequent  selection  process  results  in  a contract,  the  successful  respondent  must  adhere  to  the 
following: 

A.  Standard  Contract  Provisions 

The  successful  respondent  will  be  required  to  enter  into  a contract  substantially  in  the  form  of  the 
Agreement  for  Professional  Services,  attached  hereto  as  Appendix  A.  Failure  to  timely  execute  the 
contract,  or  to  furnish  any  and  all  certificates,  bonds  or  other  materials  required  in  the  contract,  shall 
be  deemed  an  abandonment  of  a contract  offer.  The  City,  in  its  sole  discretion,  may  select  another 
firm  and  may  proceed  against  the  original  selectee  for  damages. 

Respondents  are  urged  to  pay  special  attention  to  the  requirements  of  the  Minimum  Compensation 
Ordinance  §43  in  the  Agreement),  the  Health  Care  Accountability  Ordinance  §44  in  the  Agreement), 
and  the  First  Source  Hiring  Program  §45  in  the  Agreement),  and  applicable  conflict  of  interest  laws 
§23  in  the  Agreement),  as  set  forth  in  paragraphs  B,  C,  D and  E below. 

B.  Nondiscrimination  in  Contracts  and  Benefits 

The  successful  respondent  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  Chapters  12B  and  12C  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code.  Generally,  Chapter 
1 2B  prohibits  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  from  entering  into  contracts  or  leases  with  any 
entity  that  discriminates  in  the  provision  of  benefits  between  employees  with  domestic  partners  and 
employees  with  spouses,  and/or  between  the  domestic  partners  and  spouses  of  employees.  The 
Chapter  1 2C  requires  nondiscrimination  in  contracts  in  public  accommodation.  Additional 
information  on  Chapters  12B  and  12C  is  available  on  the  HRC’s  website  at  www.sfhrc.org. 

C.  Minimum  Compensation  Ordinance  (MCO) 

The  successful  respondent  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Minimum  Compensation  Ordinance  (MCO),  as  set  forth  in  S.F.  Administrative 
Code  Chapter  12P.  Generally,  this  Ordinance  requires  contractors  to  provide  employees  covered  by 
the  Ordinance  who  do  work  funded  under  the  contract  with  hourly  gross  compensation  and  paid  and 
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unpaid  time  off  that  meet  certain  minimum  requirements.  For  the  contractual  requirements  of  the 
MCO,  see  §44  in  the  Agreement. 

Note  that  the  gross  hourly  compensation  for  covered  employees  for  For-Profit  entities  is  $1 1.03 
beginning  January  1,  2008. 

The  MCO  rate  for  non-profit  corporations  and  government  entities  is  $9.36. 

Additional  information  regarding  the  MCO  is  available  on  the  web  at  www.sfgov.org/olse. 

D.  Health  Care  Accountability  Ordinance  (HCAO) 

The  successful  respondent  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Health  Care  Accountability  Ordinance  (HCAO),  as  set  forth  in  S.F.  Administrative 
Code  Chapter  12Q.  Contractors  should  consult  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  to  determine 
their  compliance  obligations  under  this  chapter.  Additional  information  regarding  the  HCAO  is 
available  on  the  web  at  www.sfgov.org/olse. 

E.  First  Source  Hiring  Program  (FSHP) 

If  the  contract  is  for  more  than  $50,000,  then  the  First  Source  Hiring  Program  (Admin.  Code  Chapter 
83)  may  apply.  Generally,  this  ordinance  requires  contractors  to  notify  the  First  Source  Hiring 
Program  of  available  entry-level  jobs  and  provide  the  Workforce  Development  System  with  the  first 
opportunity  to  refer  qualified  individuals  for  employment. 

Contractors  should  consult  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  to  determine  their  compliance 
obligations  under  this  chapter.  Additional  information  regarding  the  FSHP  is  available  on  the  web  at 
www.sfgov.org/moed/fshp.htm  and  from  the  First  Source  Hiring  Administrator,  (415)  401-4960. 

F.  Conflicts  of  Interest 

The  successful  respondent  will  be  required  to  agree  to  comply  fully  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
applicable  provisions  of  state  and  local  laws  related  to  conflicts  of  interest,  including  Section  15.103 
of  the  City's  Charter,  Article  III,  Chapter  2 of  City’s  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code, 
and  Section  87100  et  seq.  and  Section  1090  et  seq.  of  the  Government  Code  of  the  State  of 
California.  The  successful  respondent  will  be  required  to  acknowledge  that  it  is  familiar  with  these 
laws;  certify  that  it  does  not  know  of  any  facts  that  constitute  a violation  of  said  provisions;  and 
agree  to  immediately  notify  the  City  if  it  becomes  aware  of  any  such  fact  during  the  term  of  the 
Agreement. 

Individuals  who  will  perform  work  for  the  City  on  behalf  of  the  successful  respondent  might  be  deemed 
consultants  under  state  and  local  conflict  of  interest  laws.  If  so,  such  individuals  will  be  required  to 
submit  a Statement  of  Economic  Interests,  California  Fair  Political  Practices  Commission  Form  700,  to 
the  City  within  ten  calendar  days  of  the  City  notifying  the  successful  respondent  that  the  City  has 
selected  the  respondent. 
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FILE  NO.  R-2010-04-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1 [Revised  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List] 

2 

3 Resolution  Adopting  a Revised  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List  For  2010. 

4 WHEREAS,  Chapter  3,  Section  307(d)  of  the  San  Francisco  Environment 

5 Code  allows  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  exempt  “reduced-risk” 

6 pesticides  from  the  ban  imposed  by  the  Ordinance  upon  a finding  that  the 

7 “reduced-risk”  pesticide  is  commonly  used  as  part  of  an  I PM  strategy;  and, 

8 WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  performed  an 

9 extensive  evaluation  of  pesticide  products  that  qualify  as  “reduced-risk” 

10  pesticides  in  consultation  with  members  of  the  public,  scientists,  and 

1 1 departments  and  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  and, 

12  WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  developed  and 

13  recommends  the  attached  revised  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program 

14  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List,  hereby  called  the  Approved  List  2010,  for  adoption 

15  by  the  Commission  for  the  year  2010;  and, 

16  WHEREAS,  The  Approved  List  2010  will  be  reviewed  and  updated  on  an 

17  as-needed  basis;  now  therefore,  be  it 

18  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  finds  that  the 

19  pesticide  products  on  the  Approved  List  2010  are  “reduced-risk”  pesticides 

20  commonly  used  as  part  of  an  I PM  strategy,  and  are  therefore  exempt  from  the 

21  ban  imposed  by  Sections  302  and  303  of  the  Environment  Code. 

22  // 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


1 


March23,  2010 


FILE  NO.  R-2010-04-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1 I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the 

2 Environment  at  its  meeting  on  March  23,  2010. 

3 

4 Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

5 Vote: 

6 Ayes: 

7 Noes: 

8 Absent: 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


2 


March23,  20 JO 
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Checklist  for  City-Owned  Properties 


SF  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List 

& Summary  of  the 

SF  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance 


View  this  online  at  sfenvironment.org/inmchecklist  to  click  webpages  underlined  below. 

If  you've  already  read  page  1-3,  go  to  the  SF  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  on  page  4. 

San  Francisco’s  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Ordinance  was  passed  in  1996,  and  has  been  widely 
emulated  by  other  public  agencies.  In  2006,  SF’s  IPM  Program  received  the  National  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  Achievement  Award  for  being  "a  model  for  government  agencies  nationwide." 


Who  Must  Comply  with  the  1PM  Ordinance? 


Anyone  (City  employees,  landscape  or  structural  pest  control  contractors)  who  manages  pests  ( unwanted 
organisms  such  as  insects,  rodents,  birds,  or  weeds)  for  properties: 

• Owned  by  the  City 

• Leased  from  the  City  ( lease  signed  after  1996) 

• For  example,  golf  courses  on  City  property,  vendors  at  SF  Airport,  lands  owned  by  SF  Gov’t  but  situated  in 
other  counties,  offices,  hospitals,  jails. 

For  City  Depts.  that  lease  from  private  companies,  try  Safer  Pest  Control  Techniques,  Contractors,  Contract  Language. 


Checklist  for  City-Owned  Properties 


1.  Read  the  SF  IPM  Ordinance.  As  appropriate,  check  your  department’s  IPM  Plan 

2.  Use  IPM  methods  for  pest  management. 

Emphasize  prevention  and  non-chemical  control  methods.  Monitor  for  pests  before  treating.  Use  least- 
hazardous  chemical  pesticides  only  as  a last  resort.  The  IPM  Ordinance  is  based  on  the  Precautionary 
Principle,  and  so  it  is  important  to  ask  yourself,  “is  pesticide  use  necessary?”  For  example,  it  is 
acceptable  to  have  daisies  in  a park  but  not  on  a golf  course. 


Ants,  Cockroaches, 
Rodents,  Pigeons,  or  Other 
Pests-  Within  10  Feet  Of 
Building 


City  Depts.  that  do  not  hire  City  employees  for  structural  pest  control 
should  call  Pestec  (41 5-587-681 7),  the  vendor  of  the  citvwide  contract 
from  2/1/2008  to  12/31/2010. 

City  Depts.  are  responsible  for  pigeons  on  their  own  structures  (i.e.,  if 
pigeons  are  on  a power  line,  the  power  company  is  responsible). 

Check  out  strategies  for  managing  specific  pests,  including  SF  IPM 
Program  recommendations  for  Roof  & Norway  Rat  Management. 


Termites,  Mold,  Wood- 
Destroying  Pests 

Ask  SFE,  Chris.Geiger(5)sfgov.org.  (415)355-3759. 

Public  Health  Pest  Control 
(Rats  in  Sewers,  Mosquitoes 
In  Catchment  Basins) 

Call  Pestec.  Citywide  Pest  Control  Contractor,  (415)  587-6817. 
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Landscape 
(Weeds,  Gophers, 
Insect  Plant 
Pests) 


There  is  no  Citywide  contract  for  landscapes.  City  Dept,  staff  should: 

1 . Check  out  strategies  for  managing  specific  pests,  including  SF  IPM  Program 
recommendations  for  Gopher  Management.  Ground  Cover  for  Weed  Reduction. 

2.  Use  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines,  which: 

^ Are  suited  to  our  local  climate,  soils  and  topography 
v''  Reduce  waste  & help  meet  recycling  goals 
^ Reduce  water  use  on  landscapes  by  50%  or  more 
s Prevent  or  reduce  storm  water  pollution  to  our  local  creeks  and  bay 
s Lower  maintenance  associated  with  mowing  and  shearing 
S Reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions 


City  Depts.  that  hire  landscape  pest  control  contractors  should  include  the 
following  in  contract  specifications: 

1 . This  Checklist  for  City-Owned  Properties. 

2.  Language  such  as:  Notwithstanding  other  sections  in  this  contract,  the  Contractor  will 
use  pesticides  (including  insecticides,  herbicides/weed-killers,  fungicides, 
rodenticides)  only  as  a method  of  last  resort,  and  only  after  exploring  all  applicable 
non-chemical  options.  Only  pesticide  products  listed  on  the  San  Francisco  Reduced- 
Risk  Pesticide  List  (SFEnvironment.org/ipmchecklist)  may  be  used  on  City  properties 
(SF  Environment  Code,  Chapter  3),  and  must  be  used  in  a manner  consistent  with 
limitations  described  on  the  RRPL  and  the  US  EPA  label. 


3.  Bay-Friendly  Maintenance  Specifications 


3.  If  pesticides  must  be  used,  do  the  following: 

a)  If  you  are  applying  pesticides,  attend  SFE’s  Annual  Pesticide  Safety  Trainings,  a training  required  by 
CA  law.  For  details  on  pesticide  licensing,  visit  the  CA  Department  of  Pesticide  Regulation  (DPR) 
Licensing  and  Certification  Program.  Contractors  (non-City  employees)  working  on  City  properties  are 
welcome  on  a space-available  basis. 

b)  For  landscape  pest  control,  a written  recommendation  is  required  from  a licensed  agricultural 
Pest  Control  Advisor  (PCA).  If  you  hire  a PCA  that  is  not  a City  staff,  email  the  written 
recommendation  to  Chris.Geiger@sfgov.org  (415-355-3759). 

c)  Use  only  products  in  the  SF  Approved  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List  (page  4). 

i)  Do  not  use  explosive  devices. 

d)  Post  this  Pesticide  Posting  and  Public  Awareness  Notice  (Chinese)  (Spanish): 

i)  At  least  3 days  b efore  application  of  the  pesticide  and  remain  posted  at  least  4 days  after. 

ii)  If  applied  in  an  enclosed  area,  at  every  entry  point  where  the  pesticide  is  applied. 

iii)  If  applied  in  an  open  area,  post  in  highly  visible  locations  around  the  perimeter. 

iv)  For  pesticides  used  in  rights-of-way,  baits,  or  emergencies,  see  IPM  Ordinance  Sec.  304. 

e)  Submit  Pesticide  Use  Reports  to  SF  Dept,  of  Environment  every  Aug.  1 (for  use  from  Jan.  1-June 
30)  and  Feb.  1 (for  use  from  July  1-Dec.31).  This  report  is  different  from  the  report  you  are  required  to 
send  to  the  County  Agricultural  Commissioner. 

✓ Make  sure  your  Dept.  IPM  Coordinator  reports  all  pesticide  uses,  even  pesticides  used  by 
contractors.  For  more  info,  contact  Chris.Geiger@sfgov.org.  415-355-3759. 
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4.  Sign  up  for  emails  of  new  SF  Approved  I PM  products  &,  trainings! 


5.  Attend  monthly  SF  IPM  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAG)  meetings: 

S Why  attend? 

• Help  set  the  City's  I PM  priorities 

• Give  input  on  products  to  include  in  the  SF  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List  (page  4 in  this  packet) 

• Get  trained  in  the  latest  IPM  practices  (i.e.,  using  compost  teas,  controlling  ants) 

V Who  must  attend: 

• IPM  Coordinators  from  these  SF  City  Depts.:  Public  Health,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Agency, 
Port,  Recreation  & Parks,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Public  Works,  SF  International  Airport.  IPM 
Coordinators  should  share  information  from  TAC  meetings  with  anyone  managing  pests  on  their 
properties,  including  site  managers,  maintenance  staff,  and  tenants  leasing  city-owned  property. 

• Citywide  Structural  Pest  Control  Contractor  (Pestec)  serving  City  Depts. 

S IPM  TAC  meetings  are  free  and  open  to  the  public.  City  pest  control  staff  are  particularly 
encouraged  to  join  us. 
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DRAFT  2010  San  Francisco  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List 

for  City-Owned  Properties 

SF  Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE) 


The  following  list  includes  pesticide  products  approved  for  use  under  the  SF  Integrated  Pest  Management 
(IPM)  Ordinance  (Adopted  10/96,  Chapter  3,  SF  Environmental  Code). 

This  pesticide  list  should  not  be  used  in  place  of  an  IPM  program.  Pesticides  should  be  the  last  resort, 
when  all  other  tactics  have  failed  (i.e.,  sanitation  improvements,  pest  prevention,  non-chemical  management 
measures). 


This  list  is  for  institutions,  not  for  homes.  Many  pesticides  on  the  list  were  added  for  specialized  purposes 
not  found  in  residential  settings.  To  find  out  how  homeowners  can  use  few  or  no  pesticides  to  manage 
common  pest  problems,  visit:  SFEnvironment.org/IPM. 


s Not  in  the  SF  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List  -OR- 

s In  the  SF  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List  but  used  different  than  described  in  the  Pesticide  Limitations 
column. 

The  IPM  Coordinator  for  your  City  Dept,  must: 


1.  Fill  out  this  Pesticide  Exemption  Request.  Allow  at  least  2 days  for  your  request  to  be  processed. 
SF  Dept,  of  Environment  will  only  grant  exemptions  in  cases  of: 

a.  Well-documented  need  for  the  pesticide  and  when  all  other  alternatives  have  been  tried  or 
deemed  impractical  -OR- 

b.  For  trial  use  of  new  reduced  risk  products 

c.  More  questions?  Contact  Chris.Geiqer@sfqov.org  and  call  415-355-3759. 

2.  Justify  your  use  of  a pesticide  at  an  annual  public  hearing,  if  you  used  a pesticide: 

a.  That  SF  Dept,  of  Environment  approved  for  exemption 

b.  That  is  higher  risk  and  listed  as  Most  Limited  Use  in  the  SF  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List 


For  more  info  on  How  SF's  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List  Was  Developed,  visit:  sfenvironment.org/ipmchecklist 


/JO- 
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Sub- 

category 

Product  Name 

Difference  from  2010  List 

Pesticide 

Hazard 

Tier 

Pesticide 

Use 

Limitation 

Type 

Pesticide  Use  Limitations 

EPA 

Reg. 

No. 

Ingredients 

Insecticide 

20  Mule  Team 

Tim-Bor 

Industrial 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

More 

Limited 

For  control  and  prevention  of  termites, wood- 
destroying  beetles,  and  carpenter  ants. 
Recommendation  of  Branch  III  pest  control 
operator  required  for  termites  and  beetles; 
recommendation  of  Branch  II  pest  control 
operator  required  for  carpenter  ants.  Most 
hazardous  (Tier!)  status  is  due  to  male 
reproductive  hazards,  but  exposure  scenarios 
suggest  minimal  risk 

1624- 

39 

..... 

disodium 

octaborate, 

tetrahydrate 

98% 

Fungicide 

3336  WP  Turf 
& Ornamental 
Fungicide 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

For  use  on  golf  courses  only.  HIGH  PRIORITY 
TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE 

1001- 

63 

thiophanate- 
methyl  50% 

Insecticide 

Advion  Ant 
Bait  Arena 
(Dupont) 

CHANGED  2010:  Erroneously 
listed  as  Tier  1 hazard  level.  Soil 
persistence  is  not  an  issue  given 
current  use  patterns. 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

352- 

664 

Indoxacarb 

0.1% 

Insecticide 

Advion  Ant 
Gel  (Dupont) 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

352- 

746 

Indoxacarb 

0.05% 

Insecticide 

Advion 
Cockroach 
Bait  Arena 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

352- 

668 

Indoxacarb 

0.5% 

Insecticide 

Advion 
Cockroach 
Gel  Bait 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

352- 

652 

Indoxacarb 

0.6% 

Mosquito 
control  - 
other 

Agnique  MMF- 
G 

CHANGED  2010:  Corrected 
hazard  tier  to  Tier  II  (more 
hazardous)  from  Tier  1.  Corrected 
product  name  from  "Agnique  MMF 
G,  AGNIQUE  MMF  GR 
MOSQUITO  LARVICIDE& 
PUPICIDE"  to  Agnique  MMF-G. 
Removed  inactive  EPA 
registration  number  2302-14. 
Removed  limitation  language: 
"Mosquito  larvicide  for  standing 
water,  human  health  concerns, 
especially  where  spreading  a 
distance  along  the  surface  is  not 
critical."  Human  health  concerns 
not  well  founded.  Added  language 
on  late  instar  larvae  and  pupae  per 
Pestec  recommendation. 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Use  for  late  instar  mosquito  larvae  and  pupae, 
in  combination  with  microbial  products. 

53263- 

30 

poly(oxy-1,2- 

ethanediyl),al 

pha-isodecyl- 

omega- 

hydroxy- 

phosphate 

32% 

Fungicide 

Agri-Fos 

Systemic 

Fungicide 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

For  use  on  high-value  oaks  (Quercus  spp.) 
susceptible  to  Sudden  Oak  Death 

71962- 

1 

potassium 

phosphite 

45.8% 

2/17/2010 


View  this  online  at  SFEnvironment.org/IPMChecklist  to  click  webpages  underlined  above,  and  see  the  most  updated  list.  Page  5 of  14 


Sub- 

category 

Product  Name 

Difference  from  2010  List 

Pesticide 

Hazard 

Tier 

Pesticide 

Use 

Limitation 

Type 

Pesticide  Use  Limitations 

EPA 

Reg. 

No. 

Ingredients 

Herbicide 

Andersons 
Golf  Products 
K-O-G  Weed 
Control 
(equivalent  to 
ProTurf  K-O-G 
Weed  Control) 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed 
inactive  EPA  number  538-1 12-AA- 
538. 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

Spot  application  only  for  for  Soliva  sessilis  and 
Cotula  mexicana  in  golf  greens  when  hand- 
weeding  is  not  feasible.  Not  for  use  in  Sharp 
Park  or  area  or  endangered  species  areas. 
HIGH  PRIORITY  TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE. 

9198- 

184 

dicamba  0.7% 

Fungicide 

Andersons 
Golf  Products 
Systemic 
Fungicide 
(equivalent  to 
Proturf 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

Greens,  highest  profile  athletic  fields.  HIGH 
PRIORITY  TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE 

538-88 

(or 

9198- 

187) 

thiophanate- 
methyl  2.3% 

Herbicide 

Aquamaster 
Herbicide 
(equivalent  to 
Rodeo) 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

May  damage  non-target  plants.  Use  for 
emergent  plants  in  ponds,  lakes,  drainage 
canals,  and  areas  around  water  or  within 
watershed  areas.  Only  as  a last  resort  when 
other  management  practices  are  ineffective. 
NOTE:  Equivalent  to  "Rodeo  Emerged  Aquatic 
Weed  and  Brush  Herbicide,"  an  older  product. 
Rodeo  in  storage  may  be  used  under  the  same 
limitations.  Note  prohibition  on  use  within  buffer 
zone  (generally  60  feet)  around  water  bodies  in 
red-legged  frog  habitat. 

524- 

343 

glyphosate, 
isopropylamin 
e salt  53.8% 

Insecticide 

Avid  0.1 5EC 

Miticide/lnsect 

icide 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed 
inactive  product  registration 
number  (618-96).  Added  "High 
priority  to  find  replacement" 
language. 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most  Limited 

For  nursery  and  greenhouse  use  only.  HIGH 
PRIORITY  TO  FIND  REPLACEMENT. 

1 GO- 
896 

abamectin  2% 

Insecticide 

Azatin  XL 

CHANGED  2010:  Changed 
limitation  language  from " 
Biological  product  but  some 
concern  over  bee  toxicity"  to  "do 
not  apply  on  flowering  plants  when 
bees  are  active." 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  ill) 

More 

Limited 

Nurseries  and  established  plants  for 
interiorscapes.  Do  not  apply  on  flowering 
plants  when  bees  are  active. 

70051- 

27 

azadirachtin 

3% 

Insecticide 

Azatrol  EC 
Insecticide 

hazardous 

/Tier  ll\ 

More 

Limited 

2217- 

836 

Azadirachtin 
(2328)  1.2% 

Insecticide 

BotaniGard 

ES 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Control  of  thrips  on  landscaped  plants.  Do  not 
apply  on  flowering  plants  when  bees  are  active. 

ooozo- 

8 

[INACT 

n/n 

tjeauveria 
bassiana 
strain  GHA 

ii 

Adjuvant 

CMR  Silicone 
Surfactant 

CHANGED  FOR  2010:  Limitation 
used  to  read  "Use  other 
alternatives  pending  new  review  of 
siloxanes."  However,  preliminary 
data  on  cancer  studies  in  mice 
referred  to  D5  Siloxanes,  not  this 
active  ingredient. 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

More 

Limited 

105077 

5- 

50025 

polymethyl- 

siloxane, 

nonionic 

Insedicide 

Conserve  SC 
Turf  and 
Ornamental 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

For  use  as  a last  resort  in  greenhouses.  If 
feasible,  alternate  with  other  products  to  avoid 
the  development  of  resistance. 

62719- 

291 

spinosad 

11.6% 

2/17/2010 


View  this  online  at  SFEnvIronment  org/IPMCheckllst  to  click  webpages  underlined  above,  and  see  the  most  updated  list.  Page  6 of  14 


Sub- 

category 

Product  Name 

. 

Difference  from  2010  List 

Pesticide 

Hazard 

Tier 

Pesticide 

Use 

Limitation 

Type 

Pesticide  Use  Limitations 

EPA 

Reg. 

No. 

Ingredients 

Rodenticide 

Contrac  All- 
Weather  Blox 

CHANGED  in  '10:  New  data  on  the 
secondary  toxicity  of  single-feed 
rodenticides  caused  San 
Francisco  to  severely  restrict  the 
use  of  these  products  in  2007  to 
sewers  and  certain  commercial 
establishments  operating  on  City 
property.  The  purpose  of  the  latter 
exemption  was  to  accomodate 
restaurants  facinq  citation  or 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

For  use  only  in  City-owned  sewer  lines,  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  Terminal  Areas, 
or  for  commercial  lessees  on  city  properties 
that  are  not  adjacent  to  natural  areas.  In 
commercial  establishments,  use  of  product 
shall  be  a last  resort  after  other,  less-toxic 
measures  have  been  implemented,  including 
sanitation  and  trapping,  and  only  where  a 
significant  public  health  hazard  is  recognized. 

In  all  cases,  monitoring  shall  be  used  whenever 

12455- 

79 

bromadiolone 

0.005% 

Insecticide 

Dipel  Pro  DF 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

73049- 

39 

Bacillus 

thuringiensis, 

Subsp. 

Insecticide 

Earth-Tone 

Horticultural 

Oil 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

More 

Limited 

67702- 

4 

canola  oil 
96% 

Insecticide 

EcoExempt  G 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Do  not  use  in  enclosed  areas. 

Exempt 

from 

EPA 

eugenol 
(clove  oil) 
2.9%,  thyme 

Insecticide 

Enstar  II 
Insect  Growth 
Regulator 
(Enstar  5E) 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed 
inactive  EPA  registration  number 
(55947-82) 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Nurseries,  roses. 

2724- 

476 

S-kinoprene 

64.1% 

Herbicide 

Garlon  4 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

Use  only  tor  targeted  treatments  ot  invasive 
exotics  via  dabbing  or  injection.  May  use  for 
targeted  spraying  only  when  dabbing  or 
injection  are  not  feasible,  and  only  with  use  of  a 
respirator. 

HIGH  PRIORITY  TO  FIND  Al  TFRNATIVF 

62719- 

40 

triclopyr, 

butoxyethyl 

ester  61.6%; 

nonpetroleum 

based 

methvlated 

Herbicide 

Garlon  4 Ultra 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

Use  only  for  targeted  treatments  of  invasive 
exotics  via  dabbing  or  injection.  HIGH 
PRIORITY  TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE. 

62719- 

527 

triclopyr, 
butoxyethyl 
ester  60.45% 

Insecticide 

Gentrol  Point 
Source  Roach 
Control 
Device 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

2724- 

469 

Hydroprene 

96% 

Fungicide 

Heritage 

Fungicide 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

Consider/emphasize  use  of  compost  tea  for 
preventative;  improve  aeration  and  monitoring 
programs.  To  be  used  only  as  a spot  treatment 
on  high  profile  sports  greens. 

100- 

1093 

azoxystrobin 

50% 

Insecticide 

Javelin  WG 
Biological 
Insecticide 

CHANGED  2010:  Updated  product 
name 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

70051- 

66 

Bacillus 

thuringiensis 

(berliner), 
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Sub- 

category 

Product  Name 

Difference  from  2010  List 

Pesticide 

Hazard 

Tier 

Pesticide 

Use 

Limitation 

Type 

Pesticide  Use  Limitations 

EPA 

Reg. 

No. 

Ingredients 

Insecticide 

JMS  Stylet  Oil 
or  JMS 

Organic  Stylet 
Oil 

CHANGED  2010:  Combined  with 
listing  for  Organic  stylet  oil. 
Replaced  limitations  language 
■Use  up  existing  stock  only  for 
Rec&Park  and  SFIA.  Explore  bio- 
based alternatives.  Earth-Tone 
Horticultural  Oil  (equivalent  to 
Concern  For  The  Earth,  For  the 
Earth  Pesticidal  Spray  Oil 
Dormant  And  Growing  Season 
Insect  Spray)."  Same  formulation 
has  received  OMRI  certification; 
small  amounts  required. 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

Least 

Limited 

65564- 

1 

petroleum 
distillates, 
refined  97.1% 

Rodenticide 

JT  Eaton 
Apple  Bait 
Block 

Rodenticide 

CHANGED  2010:  Restricted  to 
use  for  rats  only,  due  to  general 
ineffectiveness  of  baits  against 
gophers.  Replaced  previous 
limitation  language,  "Concern  over 
2nd  poisoning,  see  site  specific 
limits." 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

See  Site-Specific  Limitations  in  last  page. 
For  rat  control  only  in  situations  with  high  public 
health  concerns,  where  trapping  is  infeasible.  In 
all  cases,  monitoring  shall  be  used  whenever 
feasible  to  minimize  rodenticide  use.  HIGH 
PRIORITY  TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE. 

56-41 

diphacinone 

0.005% 

Rodenticide 

JT  Eaton  Bait 
Block 

Rodenticide 
with  Peanut 
Butter 
Flavorizer 

CHANGED  2010:  Restricted  to 
use  for  rats  only,  due  to  general 
ineffectiveness  of  baits  against 
gophers.  Removed  previous 
limitation  language,  "Damage  to: 
dams,  levies,  athletic  fields,  active 
recreation  areas,  structures,  high 
cultural  value  or  landmark  areas. 
Public  Health  concerns."  Updated 
product  name  (removed 
"molasses"). 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

See  Site- Specific  Limitations  in  last  page. 
For  rat  control  only  in  situations  with  high  public 
health  concerns,  where  trapping  is  infeasible.  In 
all  cases,  monitoring  shall  be  used  whenever 
feasible  to  minimize  rodenticide  use.  HIGH 
PRIORITY  TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE. 

56-42 

diphacinone 

0.005% 

Fungicide 

Kaligreen 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Watch  for  phytotoxicity. 

/U231- 

1 

(INACT 

IVF1 

potassium 

bicarbonate 

82% 

Insecticide 

Marathon  1% 
Granular 
Greenhouse  & 
Nursery 

CHANGED  2010:  Updated  EPA 
registration  number. 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearina 

Nursery  use  for  control  of  white  fly,  not  for  use 
in  propagation  beds.  Only  effective  on  quick- 
growing plants.  HIGH  PRIORITY  TO  FIND 
ALTERNATIVE 

3125- 

452-AA 

(INACT 

IVE) 

43?- 

imidacloprid 

1% 

Insecticide 

Marathon  II 
Granular 
Greenhouse  & 
Nursery 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most  Limited 

Nursery  use  only  for  control  of  mealybug,  scale, 
and  other  insects.  Only  for  use  on  fast-growing 
specimen  plants  for  which  Marathon  1%  work. 

432- 

1369 

imidacloprid 

21.4% 

Insecticide 

Professional 
Insect  Control 
Ant  Bait 
Stations 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed 
inactive  EPA  registration  number 
64248-10. 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

Least 

Limited 

432- 

1256 

fipronil  0.01% 

Insecticide 

Maxtorce  t-U 
Professional 
Insect  Control 
Roach  Bait 
Stations 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed 
inactive  EPA  registration  number 
64248-11 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

Least 

Limited 

432- 

1257 

fipronil  0.05% 
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Sub- 

category 

Product  Name 

Difference  from  2010  List 

Pesticide 

Hazard 

Tier 

Pesticide 

-Use 

Limitation 

Type 

Pesticide  Use  Limitations 

EPA 

Reg. 

No. 

Ingredients 

Insecticide 

Maxtorce  m 
Professional 
Insect  Control 
Roach  Killer 
Bait  Gel 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed 
inactive  EPA  registration  number 
64248-14 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

More 

Limited 

432- 

1259 

fipronil  0.01% 

Herbicide 

Milestone 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

For  invasive  species  in  natural  areas  where 
other  alternatives  are  ineffective,  especially  for 
invasive  legumes  and  composites  such  as 
yellow  star  thistle  and  purple  star  thistle.  Listed 
as  Tier  / due  to  persistence  but  toxicity  & 
potential  exposure  are  very  low. 

62719- 

519 

Aminopyralid, 

trii- 

sopropanola 
mine  salt 
(5928)  40.6% 

Mosquito 
control  - 
microbial 

Mosquito 
control  - 
microbial 

CHANGED  2010:  Changed 
limitation  wording  from  "A- 
Allowed"  to  "Least  Limited." 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Any  microbial  mosquito  larvicide  with  active 
ingredients  Bacillus  thuringiensis  (Berliner  or 
Israelensis)  or  Bacillus  sphaericus  is 
categorized  as  "Least  limited." 

Insecticide 

M-pede 

Insecticide/Fu 

ngicide 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed 
inactive  EPA  registration  number 
53219-6 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

More 

Limited 

Nursery,  specialty  gardens,  and  Africanized 
Honey  Bees. 

62719- 

515 

potash  soap 
49% 

Insecticide 

Niban 

Granular  Bait 
(equivalent  to 
Terro 

Multipurpose 
Ant  Bait) 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Outdoor  restricted  to  planted  areas,  prefer 
containers;  indoor  must  be  in  containers  or 
inaccessible  to  humans.  Tier  1 status  is  due  to 
reproductive  toxicity  but  exposure  scenarios 
suggest  minimal  risk 

64405- 

2-AA 

boric  acid  5% 

Insecticide 

OhYeah! 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

More 

Limited 

Exempt 

from 

EPA 

sodium  lauryl 
sulfate 

Insecticide 

Orange  Guard 

CHANGED  2010:  Changed 
limitation  type  to  "more  limited"  in 
keeping  with  skin  sensitization  and 
scent  issues. 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

More 

Limited 

Minimize  use  in  enclosed  areas  due  to  scent. 
Wear  protective  equipment.  Potential  aquatic 
hazard  - do  not  apply  directly  to  water. 

61887- 

1 

d-limonene 

5.8% 

Herbicide 

Oust  XP 
Herbicide 
(DuPont) 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

most 

Limited: 
justify  use  at 

For  use  only  on  airport  operational  areas 
subject  to  FAA  requirements.  HIGH  PRIORITY 
TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE 

352- 

601 

sulfometuron- 
methyl  75% 

Insecticide 

1 ICOUI(IUUII 

Treatment 
Brand  381 B 
Advance 
Liquid  Ant 

CHANGED  2010:  Updated  product 
name  -added  "381 B".  Removed 
inactive  EPA  registration  number 
56-72 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Least 

Limited 

Tier  1 status  is  due  to  reproductive  toxicity  but 
exposure  scenarios  suggest  minimal  risk 

499- 

491 

borax  1.3% 

Insecticide 

Treatment 
Brand  Avert 
Cockroach 
Bait  Station, 

CHANGED  2010:  Updated  product 
name  - added  "Formula  1" 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Least 

Limited 

Phase  out  - use  existing  supplies.  Tier  i status 
is  due  to  reproductive  toxicity  but  exposure 
scenarios  suggest  minimal  risk 

499- 

467 

abamectin 

0.05% 

Insecticide 

Treatment 
Brand  Avert 
Cockroach 
Gel  Bait 
Formula  3 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Phase  out  - use  existing  supplies.  Tier! status 
is  due  to  reproductive  toxicity  but  exposure 
scenarios  suggest  minimal  risk 

499- 

410 

abamectin 

0.05% 

Insecticide 

prescription 
Treatment 
Brand  Wasp- 
Freeze  Wasp 

anH  Unrnol 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Use  only  when  a concern  for  public  safety. 
Consider  Victor  Poison  Free  Wasp  & Hornet 
Killer  as  a first  resort. 

499- 

362 

phenothrin 
12%,  d-trans 
allethrin 
.129%,  C02 
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Fungicide 

Rootone  F 
Brand 
Rooting 
Hormone 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

Nursery  use  only.  Problem  with  mixing  and 
storage  due  to  talc.  Consider  gels,  liquids,  or 
Dip'n  Grow  as  alternatives.  Use  existing  stock. 
May  be  removed  from  this  list. 

264- 

499 

Thiram  4.04%, 
NAD  .2% 

Fungicide 

RootShield 

Granules, 

TurfShield 

Granules 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

68539- 

3 

Trichoderma 
harzianum 
Rifai  Strain 
Krl-Ag2  (3977) 
1.15% 

Herbicide 

Roundup 

Promax 

ADDED  2010  - by  request  from 
IPM  TAC.  Confirming  inert  content 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Spot  application  of  areas  inaccessible  or  too 
dangerous  for  hand  methods,  right  of  ways, 
utility  access,  or  fire  prevention.  Use  for  cracks 
in  hardscape,  decomposed  granite  and  edging 
only  as  last  resort.  OK  for  rennovations  but 
must  put  in  place  weed  prevention  measures. 
Note  prohibition  on  use  within  buffer  zone 
(generally  60  feet)  around  water  bodies  in  red- 
legged  frog  habitat. 

524- 

579 

48.7%  of 
glyphosate, 
isopropylamin 
esalt 

Herbicide 

Roundup  Pro 
Herbicide 

CHANGED  2010:  Removed  'use 
existing  stock'  notation. 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Spot  application  of  areas  inaccessible  or  too 
dangerous  for  hand  methods,  right  of  ways, 
utility  access,  or  fire  prevention.  Use  for  cracks 
in  hardscape,  decomposed  granite  and  edging 
only  as  last  resort.  OK  for  renovations  but  must 
put  in  place  weed  prevention  measures.  Note 
prohibition  on  use  within  buffer  zone  (generally 
60  feet)  around  water  bodies  in  red-legged  frog 
habitat. 

524- 

475 

glyphosate, 
isopropylamin 
esalt  41% 

Herbicide 

Roundup 

ProDry 

Herbicide 

CHANGED  FOR  2010:  Removed 
'use  existing  stock'  note  since 
product  is  still  registered. 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Same  limitations  as  Roundup  Pro. 

524- 

505 

glyphosate, 
ammonium 
salt  71.4% 

Insecticide 

Safer  Brand 
Ant& 
Crawling 
Insect  Killer 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

59913- 

1 

Diatomaceous 
earth  77.69% 

Insecticide 

Saf-T-Side 

more 

hazardous 

More 

Limited 

Use  up  existing  stock  only.  Try  Spraytech  first. 

48813- 

1 

paraffinic  oil 
80% 

Herbicide 

Sapphire 

ADDED  2010 

— 

hazardous 

/Tior  m 

More 

Limited 

Only  use  on  City-owned  golf  courses. 

62719- 

547 

Penoxsulani 

Molluscicide 

Sluggo  Slug 
and  Snail  Bait 

Least 
hazardous 
fTier  llh 

Least 

Limited 

67702- 

3 

Phosphoric 
acid,  iron(3+) 
salt  0:111% 

Algaecide 

Sonar  A S. 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

More 

Limited 

Emergent  plants  in  ponds,  lakes,  drainage 
canals.  Only  as  a last  resort  when  other  mgmt. 
practices  are  ineffective. 

67690- 

4 

fluridone 

41.7% 
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Sub- 

category 

Product  Name 

Difference  from  2010  List 

Pesticide 

Hazard 

Tier 

Pesticide 

Use 

Limitation 

Type 

Pesticide  Use  Limitations 

EPA 

Req. 

No. 

Ingredients 

Adjuvant 

Spraytech  Oil 

C5H5I 

hazardous 

Least 

Limited 

Consider  using  this  instead  of  JMS  Stylet  Oil  for 
aphids  and  other  insects. 

65328- 

50001 

soybean  oil 

Insecticide 

Terro  Ant 
Killer  II,  Terro 
Ant  Killer  II 
Liquid  Ant 
Baits,  Terro- 
PCO 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Least 

Limited 

Tier  / status  is  due  to  reproductive  toxicity  but 
exposure  scenarios  suggest  minimal  risk 

149-8 

sodium 

tetraborate 

decahydrate 

5.4% 

Rodenticide 

Top  Gun  All 
Weather  Bait 
Block 

Rodenticide 

CHANGED  in  '10:  New  data  on  the 
secondary  toxicity  of  single-feed 
rodenticides  caused  San 
Francisco  to  severely  restrict  the 
use  of  these  products  in  2007  to 
sewers  and  certain  commercial 
establishments  operating  on  City 
property.  The  purpose  of  the  latter 
exemption  was  to  accomodate 
restaurants  facing  citation  or 

r.lnsurp  Hi  ip  tn  rndpnt  infestations 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

For  use  only  in  City-owned  sewer  lines,  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  Terminal  Areas, 
or  for  commercial  lessees  on  city  properties 
that  are  not  adjacent  to  natural  areas.  In 
commercial  establishments,  use  of  product 
shall  be  a last  resort  after  other,  less-toxic 
measures  have  been  implemented,  including 
sanitation  and  trapping,  and  only  where  a 
significant  public  health  hazard  is  recognized. 

In  all  cases,  monitoring  shall  be  used  whenever 

fpasihlp  tn  minimbp  rnripntinirlp  iisp 

67517- 

66 

bromethalin 

0.01% 

Herbicide 

Turflon  Ester 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

Most 
Limited: 
justify  use  at 
public 
hearing 

Targeted  treatment  of  turf;  broadcast 
application  requires  exemption.  HIGH 
PRIORITY  TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE.  Note 
prohibition  on  use  within  buffer  zone  (generally 
60  feet)  around  water  bodies  in  red-legged  frog 
habitat. 

62719- 

258 

triclopyr, 
butoxyethyl 
ester  61.6% 

Insecticide 

Victor  Poison 
Free  Flying 
Insect  Killer 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Limit  use  indoors. 

exempt 

from 

EPA 

Reg. 

Mint  Oil  4.0%, 
Sodium 
Lauryl  Sulfate 
0.1%,  Inert 
Inaredients 

Insecticide 

Victor  Poison 
Free  Wasp  & 
Hornet  Killer 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

Try  this  instead  of  PT  Brand  Wasp  Freeze 

exempt 

fro  EPA 

Reg. 

UPC 

#00728 

fift-nno 

Mint  {Jiim, 
Sodium 
Lauryl  Sulfate 
1.0%,  Inert 
Ingredients 

Q1  n%  Watpr 

Mosquito 
control  - 
insect 
growth 
regulators 

Zoecon 

Altosid 

Briquets 

CHANGED  2010:  Corrected 
hazard  tier  to  Tier  II  ("more 
hazardous").  Changed  language 
from  "Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments,  except  for  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement 
District  applications  at  airport  and 
Sharp  Park.  For  City  catchment 
basins,  microbial  products  are 
preferred  when  feasible" 

Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  1) 

More 

Limited 

Use  for  tanks  with  limited  access,  or  other 
areas  where  frequent  treatments  are  infeasible. 
For  City  catchment  basins,  microbial  products 
are  preferred.  Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments  except  under  control  of  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement  District. 

2724- 

375 

S-Methoprene 
(5026)  8.62% 
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Sub- 

category 

5roduct  Name 

Difference  from  2010  List 

Pesticide 

Hazard 

Tier 

Pesticide 

Use 

Limitation 

Type 

Pesticide  Use  Limitations 

EPA 

Reg. 

No. 

Ingredients 

Mosquito 
control  - 
insect 
growth 
regulators 

Zoecon 

Allosid  Liquid 

Larvicide 

Mosquito 

Growth 

Regulator, 

Zoecon 

Altosid  Liquid 

Larvicide 

CHANGED  2010:  Corrected 
hazard  tier  to  Tier  II  ("more 
hazardous’).  Changed  language 
from  'Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments,  except  for  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement 
District  applications  at  airport  and 
Sharp  Park.  For  City  catchment 
basins,  microbial  products  are 
preferred  when  feasible” 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Use  for  tanks  with  limited  access,  or  other 
areas  where  frequent  treatments  are  infeasible. 
For  City  catchment  basins,  microbial  products 
are  preferred.  Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments  except  under  control  of  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement  District. 

2724- 

392 

S-Methoprene 
(5026)  5% 

Mosquito 
control  - 
insect 
growth 
regulators 

Zoecon 

Altosid 

Pellets, 

Zoecon 

Altosid  Pellets 

WSP 

CHANGED  2010:  Corrected 
product  names  - removed 
"ZOECON  RF-330  ALTOSID 
PELLETS".  Corrected  hazard  tier 
to  Tier  II  ('more  hazardous"). 
Changed  language  from  "Not  for 
use  in  estuarine  environments, 
except  for  San  Mateo  Mosquito 
Abatement  District  applications  at 
airport  and  Sharp  Park.  For  City 
catchment  basins,  microbial 
products  are  preferred  when 
feasible" 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Use  for  tanks  with  limited  access,  or  other 
areas  where  frequent  treatments  are  infeasible. 
For  City  catchment  basins,  microbial  products 
are  preferred.  Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments  except  under  control  of  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement  District. 

2724- 

448 

S-Methoprene 
(5026)  4.25% 

Mosquito 
control  - 
insect 
growth 
regulators 

Zoecon 
Altosid  XR 
Extended 
Residual 
Briquets 

CHANGED  2010:  Corrected 
product  name  - removed  alternate 
name  "ZOECON  RF-292 
BRIQUET."  Corrected  hazard  tier 
to  Tier  II  ("more  hazardous"). 
Changed  language  from  "Not  for 
use  in  estuarine  environments, 
except  for  San  Mateo  Mosquito 
Abatement  District  applications  at 
airport  and  Sharp  Park.  For  City 
catchment  basins,  microbial 
products  are  preferred  when 
feasible" 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Use  for  tanks  with  limited  access,  or  other 
areas  where  frequent  treatments  are  infeasible. 
For  City  catchment  basins,  microbial  products 
are  preferred.  Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments  except  under  control  of  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement  District. 

2724- 

421 

S-Methoprene 
(5026)  2.1% 

Mosquito 
control  - 
insect 
growth 
regulators 

Zoecon 
Altosid  XR-G 
(was  called) 
ZOECON  9010 
GR  (now 
called) 

CHANGED  2010:  Corrected 
product  name  - removed 
'ZOECON  9010  GR."  Corrected 
hazard  tier  to  Tier  II  ("more 
hazardous").  Changed  language 
from  "Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments,  except  for  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement 
District  applications  at  airport  and 
Sharp  Park.  For  City  catchment 
basins,  microbial  products  are 
preferred  when  feasible" 

More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 

More 

Limited 

Use  for  tanks  with  limited  access,  or  other 
areas  where  frequent  treatments  are  infeasible. 
For  City  catchment  basins,  microbial  products 
are  preferred.  Not  for  use  in  estuarine 
environments  except  under  control  of  San 
Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement  District. 

2724- 

451 

S-Methoprene 
(5026)  1.5% 

Insecticide 

Zoecon 
Gentrol  IGR 
Concentrate 

Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 

Least 

Limited 

2724- 

351 

hydroprene 

9% 
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EcoExempt 

HC 


REMOVED  2010:  Too  expensive. 
Strong  clove  smell.  No  SF  City 
Dept,  used  it. 


Least 
hazardous 
(Tier  III) 


More 

Limited 


Do  not  use  in  enclosed  areas. 


Exempt 

from 

EPA 

Reg. 


eugenol 
(clove  oil) 
21.4%;  2- 
phenethyl 
propionate 
21.4% 


EZject 

Selective 

Injection 

Herbicide 


REMOVED  2010:  SF  City  Depts. 
have  not  used  it  for  awhile. 
Applicator  difficult  to  use. 


More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 


More 

Limited 


Tree  stump  injection  especially  where 
resprouting  is  likely,  prefer  mechanical  methods  E) 
when  possible  such  as  stump  grinding 


435-AA 
524(1  N 
ACTIV 


glyphosate, 
isopropylamin 
e salt  83.5% 


(ACTIV 

E) 


Roach 

Terminal 


REMOVED  2010:  No  longer 
produced,  never  used 


hazardous 
(Tier  III) 


Least 

Limited 


Consider  using  this  first  before  trying  other 
roach  products. 


oxypurinol 
1%,  xanthine 


Mosquito 
control  - 
other 


Golden  Bear 
Mosquito 
Larvicide  GB- 
1111  (was 
called) 
MOSQUITO 
LARVICIDE 
GB-1111  (now 
called) 


REMOVED  2010.  No  longer  used. 


Most 

hazardous 
(Tier  I) 


More 

Limited 


Apply  as  a mosquito  larvicide  only  in 
conjunction  with  appropriate  prevention 
measures  (such  as  increasing  water  flow),  or 
when  prevention  measures  are  impractical.  Use 
within  requirements  on  vector  control  activities 
set  by  the  CA  Dept,  of  Health  Services. 


Aliphatic 

Petroleum 

Hydrocarbon 


JT  Eaton 
Answer  for 
3 the  Control  of 
Pocket 
Gophers 


REMOVED  2010:  Gopher  baits 
shown  to  be  ineffective  at 
controlling  populations,  some  risk 
of  secondary  toxicity. 


More 

hazardous 
(Tier  II) 


More 

Limited 


Use  existing  stock  only.  Damage  to:  dams, 
levies,  athletic  fields,  active  recreation  areas, 
structures,  high  cultural  value  or  landmark 
areas.  Public  Health  concerns.  HIGH 
PRIORITY  TO  FIND  ALTERNATIVE. 


diphacinone 
0.005% 


til 


2/17/2010 
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Rodenticides:  Site-Specific  Limitations 


Due  to  the  concern  over  primary  and  secondary  poisoning,  the  type  of  rodenticide  and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  applied 
will  be  determined  by  the  general  site  characteristics. 

Only  use  rodenticides  in  the  SF  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List,  not  explosive  devices. 

To  use  other  rodenticides,  apply  for  an  exemption. 

DEFINITIONS: 

Landscaped  area:  area  under  cultivation 

Natural  area:  parklands  (including  any  lightly  managed  grasslands,  scrub  or  woodlands)  with  significant 

wildlife  concern 

Primary  poisoning:  Non-target  animal  eats  poison  directly 

Secondary  poisoning:  Non-target  animal  eats  poisoned  target  animal  as  prey 

Single-feed  baits:  Baits  with  bromodialone  & bromethalin  active  ingredients. 


General  Site  Description  Allowed  Use  of  Rodenticides 

in  SF  Pesticide  List 


Inside  of  sewers  or  sewage  treatment 
facilities: 

Baits  must  be  secured  either  inside  the  sewer  or  inside  a bait 
box.  Single  feeding  baits  acceptable.  Monitoring  with  non- 
toxic baits  encouraged. 

Commercial  enterprises  (such  as 
restaurants)  on  leased  City  lands 

Trapping  only;  single-feed  rodenticides  allowed  as  a last 
resort  only  for  public  health  & safety  considerations. 

Interior  of  structures  with  occupants  (i.e. 
office  space,  recreation  sites) 

Trapping  only. 

Interior  of  non-enclosed  structures 

Trapping  preferred.  Secure  and  anchored  bait  stations  can  be 

(i.e.  storage,  stables,  airport  service  areas)  - 
not  adjacent  to  natural  areas. 

placed  inside  on  a preventative  basis.  No  single-feed  baits. 

Exterior  of  structures  in  urbanized  areas 
(i.e.  perimeter  of  offices) 

Trapping  preferred.  Secure  and  anchored  bait  stations  can  be 
placed  inside  on  a preventative  basis.  No  single-feed  baits. 

Exterior  of  structures  in  natural  areas 

Multiple  feeding  baits  may  be  used  only  as  last  resort  in  case 
of  human  health  concern  or  structural  integrity.  Baits  must  be 
secured  within  bait  boxes  or  buried  in  burrows.  No  pellets  or 
single-feed  rodenticides. 

Landscape  not  adjacent  to  a natural  area 

Bait  placed  deep  inside  burrows,  minimize  use  of  pellets, 
mouse  sized  pellets  only,  must  be  buried  deep  in  the  burrow. 
No  single-feed  baits. 

Natural  area  or  landscape  adjacent  to  a 
natural  area 

Multiple  feeding  baits  may  be  used  only  as  last  resort  in  case 
of  human  health  concern  or  structural  integrity.  Baiting  should 
be  limited  to  sensitive  sites  such  as  campfire  areas,  or  on 
preventing  infestation  of  structures.  Baits  must  be  secured 
inside  bait  boxes  or  burrows.  No  use  of  pellets  or  single 
feeding  rodenticides. 
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FILE  NO.  R-2010=Q3“COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


[Amendment  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws.] 

Resolution  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  to  amend  Article 
VII  - Committees,  Section  7:  Operations  Committee,  to  change  the  meeting  location  from  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  to  San  Francisco  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Operations  Committee  held  a 
Regular  Meeting  on  Wednesday,  January  20,  2010  and  approved  revising  the  Commission’s 
Bylaws  to  change  the  meeting  location  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  to  San  Francisco  City  Hall,  Room  421;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  their  March  23,  2010  Regular 
Meeting  voted  to  approve  the  Bylaws  amendment  to  change  the  meeting  location  from  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  to  San  Francisco  City  Hall,  Room  421;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  amends  its  Bylaws  Article  VII  - 
Committees,  Section  7:  Operations  Committee  to  reflect  the  meeting  location  change  as 
follows: 

Article  VII  - Committees 

Section  7:  Operations  Committee 

The  Operations  Committee  shall  meet  on  the  third  Wednesday  of  January,  April,  July, 
and  October  at  5:00  p.m.  at  San  Francisco  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B. 
Goodlett  Jr.  Place  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  Operations  Committee  shall 
have  general  responsibility  for  the  budget,  financial  planning  and  operations  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment.  This  Committee  shall  work  with  the  Director  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  Commission  for  the  financial  well-being  and  effective  administration 
of  the  Department’s  programs  and  activities,  including  the  management  of  environmental 
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programs,  duties,  and  functions  which  have  been  assigned  to  the  Department  pursuant  to 
Section  4.118  of  the  City  Charter  or  by  ordinance.  This  Committee  shall  also  oversee  the 
public  education  and  outreach  to  the  community  on  environmental  issues  and  address  issues 
regarding  the  environmental  well-being  of  the  City. 

I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment’s  Meeting  on  March  23,  2010. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 
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Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 
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Mayor 


DAVID  ASSMANN 
Acting  Director 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  GOVERNMENT 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  DOCl  JMENTS  DEPT 


REGULAR  MEETING  APR  1 5 20 

DRAFT  MINUTES 


TUESDAY,  MARCH  23,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  416,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

Public  library 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice- 
President),  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:20  p.m. 

Present:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok  and  Pelosi  Jr.  Excused: 
Commissioners  King,  Martin  and  Wald. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  January  26,  2010  Commission  Regular  Meeting  and  February  25,  2010 
Commission  Retreat  Special  Meeting.  (Explanatory  Documents:  January  26,  2010  and  February  25, 

2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  and  second  by 
Vice-President  Gravanis,  the  January  26  and  February  25,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without 
objection.  (AYES:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok  and  Pelosi  Jr.; 
Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Martin  and  Wald) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Mr.  Francisco  DaCosta,  Director,  Environmental  Justice  Advocacy,  stated  that  he  is  in  attendance  at  the 
meeting  to  discuss  the  pollution  in  the  southeast  sector  of  the  city,  which  he  feels  that  the  Department 
should  play  an  important  role  in.  He  discussed  the  upcoming  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point 
Plan  that  he  believes  will  have  adverse  effects  on  the  neighborhood  and  which  he  believes  the  Department 
has  not  provided  their  input  into,  e.g.  the  creation  of  30,000  units,  the  citing  of  a PG&E  plant,  and  toxic  soil 
that  would  be  disposed  of  using  trucks  that  will  travel  to  the  community.  He  stated  that  the  Mayor  has 
been  advertising  that  San  Francisco  is  a green  city  and  has  one  of  the  best  results  in  its  carbon  footprint. 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  • Fax:  (415)  554-6393 
Email:  environment@sfgov.org  • www.sfenvironment.org 
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He  provided  a document  that  he  compiled  listing  San  Francisco’s  carbon  footprint  data  to  the 
Commissioners  on  waste,  energy,  transportation  and  carbon  dioxide.  He  asked  that  the  Department  and 
Commissioners  take  an  important  role  in  the  quality  of  life  issues  in  the  Bayview  neighborhood. 

Ms.  Denise  D'Anne  asked  the  Department  and  Commission  to  work  toward  banning  Styrofoam  packaging 
material  which  she  stated  causes  ozone  depletion  and  is  taking  up  space  in  the  landfill.  She  stated  that 
she  has  spent  a lot  of  time  writing  letters  to  the  Department,  Commission,  Board  of  Supervisors,  and 
newspapers  to  work  toward  this  effort. 

4.  Approval  of  Resolution  supporting  requests  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance  and  the 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department’s  Major  Environmental 
Analysis  Unit  to  conduct  an  environmental  review  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  Project  at 
Golden  Gate  Park.  Speaker:  Mike  Lynes,  Conservation  Chair,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Policy  Committee  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-02-COE,  Golden  Gate  Preservation 
Alliance  and  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  Informational  Documents  and  Letters  of  Support)  (Discussion 
and  Action) 

Mr.  Mike  Lynes  stated  that  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  has  approximately  10,000  members  and 
supporters  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  and  focuses  mainly  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  conservation.  He 
asked  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  support  the  preparation  of  a California  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  Beach  Chalet  synthetic  turf  conversion  project  in  order  to  insure  full  disclosure 
of  all  the  impacts  before  the  project  goes  forward,  to  address  all  alternatives  and  mitigations,  and  to  insure 
that  the  process  is  transparent  and  the  public  is  fully  informed  about  this  change  to  the  City’s  most 
significant  park.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  supports  continued  athletic  activity  and 
organized  recreational  sports  at  Beach  Chalet  and  in  other  parts  of  the  City  and  believes  strongly  that 
people  should  be  getting  out  and  exercising  and  enjoying  the  outdoors.  He  stated  that  it  is  not  their  intent 
to  clamp  down  on  organized  sports  in  the  City,  but  noted  that  the  problem  is  with  the  process  that  has 
occurred  so  far.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  an  EIR  is  based  on  science  and  fact  and  has  to  be  able  to 
withstand  public  scrutiny.  The  EIR  and  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  insures  that  decision 
makers  and  the  public  are  informed  before  a project  starts  and  inflicts  permanent  negative  effects  on  the 
environment. 

Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  the  Beach  Chalet  project  will  have  significant  negative  environmental  impacts  that 
include  replacement  of  trees  and  several  acres  of  naturally  growing  grass  with  artificial  turf  that  reduces 
foraging  for  many  birds  and  other  species,  reduction  of  trees,  and  significant  increase  in  human  use  from 
the  additional  soccer  fields.  By  increasing  human  use,  you  increase  environmental  impacts  to  the  local 
environment.  Increased  use  not  only  disturbs  wildlife  directly,  it  results  in  additional  trash,  human  food 
waste  that  increases  predators  such  as  ravens  and  crows  which  are  already  on  the  rise  in  the  City. 

Finally  the  project  includes  the  installation  of  lights  which  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  environment.  Mr. 
Lynes  included  a bibliography  of  scientific  references  that  addresses  the  impact  on  wildlife  from  lights.  The 
project  will  have  effects  on  nesting,  foraging,  migratory  behavior  and  increase  predation  of  local  birds  and 
wildlife.  An  EIR  would  provide  understanding,  mitigate  or  avoid  those  impacts  and  include  a study  of  the 
ecological  effects.  He  stated  that  the  natural  environment  is  shrinking  in  the  City.  The  western  end  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  was  intended  to  be  more  wild  and  sylvan.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  is  the  environmental  conscience  for  the  City  and  asked  that  they  approve  the  Resolution 
requesting  that  an  EIR  be  prepared  for  this  project. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  there  is  a standard  that  has  been  set  that  the  Commission  can  reference 
to  determine  how  this  project  would  fit  into  the  category  of  requiring  an  EIR.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  an  EIR 
has  not  been  done  for  any  artificial  turf  project  to  date.  He  stated  that  there  has  been  an  attempt  to  fit  all 
these  projects  under  a CEQA  exemption  which  may  apply  in  some  cases,  but  not  this  particular  one. 
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Golden  Gate  Audubon  is  not  challenging  all  of  the  conversions  that  were  made,  understands  the  need  for 
greater  athletic  fields,  and  that  there  are  places  that  may  be  more  appropriate  for  synthetic  turf.  Mr.  Lynes 
stated  that  legally,  an  EIR  is  at  Planning  Department’s  discretion,  but  that  it  would  be  an  abuse  of  their 
discretion  if  they  decided  an  EIR  was  not  necessary  because  there  will  be  adverse  environmental  impacts. 
The  Planning  Department  has  not  made  a determination  yet. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  there  are  other  steps  that  could  be  taken  in  place  of  an  EIR  that  may  be 
more  cost-effective.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  no,  that  other  mechanisms  would  take  away  what  an  EIR  insures. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  inquired  why  an  EIR  has  not  been  done  on  every  park  conversion  project.  Mr. 
Lynes  stated  that  this  very  large  project  has  more  of  an  environmental  impact  and  is  located  in  a more 
ecologically  sensitive  area  in  the  city.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  it  is  in  the  Planning 
Department’s  jurisdiction  to  make  the  decision  whether  to  do  an  EIR.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  the 
Commission  should  act  in  their  advisory  capacity  and  guardians  of  the  environment  to  take  up  this  issue 
because  it  is  a large  project  in  an  ecologically  sensitive  area  that  will  have  environmental  impacts. 

Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  heard  testimony  at  their  March  8 meeting  and 
approved  the  Resolution  before  the  Commission.  She  stated  that  CEQA  is  a state  law  that  the  City  has  to 
follow  and  contains  guidelines  that  would  help  answer  Commissioner  Pelosi’s  questions.  There  is  a list  of 
exemptions  in  those  guidelines  as  well  as  the  kinds  of  projects  that  don’t  have  to  be  considered  for  an  EIR, 
Negative  Declaration  or  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration.  One  of  the  exemptions  is  that  if  it  is  a minor 
alteration  to  an  existing  facility  that  is  not  going  to  increase  significantly  in  usage,  then  it  is  categorically 
exempt  and  you  don’t  have  to  ask  whether  it  would  require  an  EIR.  Some  of  those  conversion  projects  may 
qualify  for  that  exemption.  However,  this  project  is  clearly  going  to  increase  usage,  which  is  part  of  the 
purpose  of  the  project,  so  it  is  not  just  a minor  alteration,  and  the  City  Attorney  has  spoken  to  that  effect. 
The  Commission  is  now  faced  with  whether  the  project  needs  a full  EIR,  Negative  Declaration,  or  Mitigated 
Declaration.  The  Policy  Committee  recommended  that  the  Commission  advise  the  Planning  Department 
to  do  a full  EIR. 

Ms.  Jones,  Senior  Environmental  Planner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  Major  Environmental 
Analysis  (MEA)  Division,  stated  that  the  MEA  Division  has  the  authority  under  Chapter  31  of  the 
Administrative  Code  to  implement  the  requirements  of  CEQA.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  what  the 
environmental  review  process  would  be  in  this  particular  case.  Ms.  Jones  stated  that  a few  years  ago, 
there  were  a series  of  soccer  field  conversions  from  grass  to  artificial  turf  that  were  reviewed  together,  and 
an  exemption  was  granted  for  a number  of  them.  What  happens  under  CEQA  is  that  there  is  a mechanism 
to  appeal  any  environmental  determination  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  In  this  particular  case,  there  was 
an  effort  to  appeal  the  determination  with  regards  to  this  particular  field.  That  appeal  was  not  timely  as 
there  was  not  any  approval  action  on  this  project.  Originally,  the  project  had  been  exempted  from 
environmental  review.  At  this  point,  these  issues  had  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  MEA  Division, 
and  studies  are  being  conducted  about  the  issues.  Considering  potential  environmental  issues  of  all 
projects  and  the  public  process  has  an  important  place  in  terms  of  raising  issues  that  would  not  otherwise 
be  known.  In  granting  an  exemption,  the  need  to  consider  potential  for  any  significant  environmental 
effects  is  required. 

Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  addressed  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.’s  concerns  and  referenced  the  Precautionary 
Principle  as  the  reason  to  vote  for  a full  EIR.  She  stated  that  the  Commission  is  the  appropriate  body  to 
make  this  recommendation,  and  it  is  the  time  and  place  for  a review.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  this 
Commission  and  Department  have  been  created  to  protect  Golden  Gate  Park,  which  is  about  to  be 
impacted.  It  is  a historic  site  that  has  been  registered  in  the  Washington  D.C.  National  Register,  and  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  insures  that  its  wild  nature  should  be  protected.  She  urged  the 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

March  23,  2010  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  4 


Commission  to  side  with  public  transparency  and  process  and  vote  for  the  Planning  Department  to  conduct 
a full  EIR. 

Mr.  Neil  Morgan-Butcher  stated  that  he  is  a native  San  Franciscan  whose  daughter  played  in  the  soccer 
league  and  is  an  environmental  engineer  with  20  + years  of  experience.  He  stated  that  he  has  reviewed 
this  project  and  feels  that  Mr.  Lynes’  comments  about  the  significance  of  the  impacts  are  his  opinion  and 
not  based  on  scientific  principle.  He  stated  that  no  significant  impact  has  been  established  for  this  project. 
Mr.  Butcher  discussed  health  concerns  raised  about  breathing  in  tire  particles  or  vapors,  which  he  believes 
the  ocean  breeze  would  be  a mitigating  factor  for  exposure.  He  stated  that  the  concern  should  be  more 
with  roadways  from  when  cars  are  driving,  not  from  something  sitting  on  the  ground.  He  stated  that  this 
particular  area  is  a small  and  unobtrusive  part  of  the  park. 

Ms.  Shelli  Meneghetti,  San  Francisco  resident,  parent  and  coach  of  three  daughters  and  their  teams  who 
play  soccer  in  San  Francisco  with  the  Viking  soccer  league.  She  stated  that  environmental  stewardship 
begins  with  children  developing  an  appreciation  of  the  great  outdoors  through  sports  or  other  types  of 
activities.  The  issues  raised  by  some  are  important.  The  organization  behind  the  Beach  Chalet  renovation 
and  the  City  have  more  than  mindfully  researched  the  best  and  safest  practices  and  have  been  more  than 
responsible  about  how  to  best  go  about  the  project.  For  example,  questions  were  raised  about  disposal  of 
the  field  after  its  10-year  life.  The  turf  use  for  the  proposed  project  will  be  recyclable  and  inline  with  San 
Francisco’s  strict  recycling  policies.  Questions  were  raised  about  the  tree  removal  and  proposed 
renovation.  The  proposal  is  to  not  only  replace  all  of  the  trees  that  were  removed,  but  to  replace  them  with 
new  trees  with  greater  replacement  numbers  than  removal.  Both  these  examples  demonstrate  strong 
commitments  to  respecting  and  improving  the  environment.  This  project  will  be  a significant  benefit  for  the 
San  Francisco  community  and  further  better  our  collective  living  experience.  Ms.  Meneghetti  presented 
the  Commission  with  a list  of  letters  of  support  for  the  project. 

Mr.  Jim  Ketchum,  High  School  athletic  director,  stated  that  he  has  been  the  head  of  the  San  Francisco 
Little  League  for  five  years,  founded  the  Coalition  of  Youth  Sports,  has  been  a field  advocate  for  Youth  of 
the  City,  a member  of  Presidio  Trust  Restoration  Society,  and  of  the  Audubon  Society.  He  stated  that  he 
cares  a lot  about  environmental  issues.  Mr.  Ketchum  asked  the  Commission  to  vote  no  on  this  proposal. 
He  stated  that  there  are  15  schools  driving  their  kids  to  the  Crocker  facility  30  minutes  across  town.  This 
project  would  dramatically  reduce  the  number  of  cars  driving  that  distance  and  is  needed  in  the  north  side 
of  the  city.  Mr.  Ketchum  stated  that  he  manages  a field  in  the  Presidio,  and  that  field  goes  through  multiple 
treatments  every  year  with  pesticides  and  weed  killers,  chemicals  that  the  Presidio  is  concerned  about. 
Artificial  turf  would  eliminate  the  use  of  these  chemicals.  Leading  educational  institutions  such  as  Stanford 
and  Cal  have  studied  artificial  surface  fields  and  have  found  no  controversy  in  this  product. 

Ms.  Corrine  Moya,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  she  is  in  support  of  the  Beach  Chalet  fields’ 
renovation  project.  She  is  a member  of  the  Executive  Board  of  the  Golden  Gate  Women’s  Soccer  League 
and  youth  soccer  referee.  The  Golden  Gate  Women  have  over  a 1000  players  in  their  league  and  often 
have  to  play  at  the  Beach  Chalet  fields.  Many  player  injuries  have  occurred  during  games  due  to  field 
conditions.  The  proposed  field  improvements  would  keep  players  safe  from  injury.  Due  to  the  lack  of 
sufficient  soccer  fields  in  San  Francisco,  many  teams  have  to  find  alternate  fields  to  play  and  practice  and 
have  to  travel  across  the  bay  to  the  north,  east  and  south  bay.  Increased  travel  means  increased  carbon 
emissions,  pollution,  and  greenhouse  gases,  which  counters  San  Francisco’s  goal  of  being  a sustainable 
city.  As  a citizen  of  San  Francisco,  she  would  like  to  see  the  city  support  its  need  for  safe  and  adequate 
recreation. 

Ms.  Deidre  Appel,  San  Francisco  resident  and  project  manager  for  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC), 
stated  that  she  works  with  the  PUC’s  Water  Supply  Improvement  Program  (WSIP)  and  has  had  the 
opportunity  to  go  through  a number  of  design  projects  and  the  EIR  process.  The  WSIP  program  has 
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developed  a number  of  very  aggressive  water  conservation  levels  of  service  for  the  program.  Putting  turf 
fields  in  San  Francisco  Silver  Terrace  has  decreased  water  usage  by  3000  gallons  per  day,  over  one 
million  gallons  per  year.  Speaking  as  a soccer  mom,  she  asked  the  Commission  not  to  support  this 
particular  resolution.  She  stated  that  the  Planning  Department  has  a full  and  rigorous  program  for  finding 
projects  to  go  through  a Categorical  Exemption,  a Mitigated  Negative  Declaration,  or  the  entire  EIR 
process.  She  does  not  see  how  this  project  because  of  its  location  in  Golden  Gate  Park  could  be  any 
different  than  projects  at  Crocker  Amazon  or  Silver  Terrace. 

Mr.  Kelley  Watts  stated  that  he  is  a soccer  player  in  San  Francisco.  Fie  stated  that  tires  contain  a variety 
of  carcinogens  and  hazardous  materials  in  unregulated  and  unquantifiable  amounts  including  but  not 
limited  to  arsenic,  benzene,  zinc,  mercury  and  lead.  In  the  United  States,  tires  are  stored  intact  in 
government-regulated  storage  facilities  to  prevent  the  public  from  exposure  to  off-gassing  and  leech  aids. 
These  landfills  contain  tires  from  all  over  the  world  that  includes  countries  with  questionable  health 
standards.  A common  misperception  of  synthetic  field  claims  is  that  green  technology  is  being  used 
because  of  the  use  of  recycled  tires  when  actually  tires  are  removed  and  pulverized  into  small  particles 
and  dust  including  the  inner  lining  sidewall  and  thread.  The  average  soccer  field  uses  40,000  tires,  which 
amounts  to  400  tons.  The  Beach  Chalet  complex  will  require  over  four  million  pounds,  and  the  material  will 
need  to  be  removed  and  replaced  every  eight  years.  City  Fields  and  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  (SFRPD)  are  rushing  these  fields  into  construction  knowing  that  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  is  currently  reviewing  safety  and  health  concerns.  The  State  of 
California  has  passed  SB1277  calling  for  an  investigation,  but  the  California  Department  of  Health  Flazard 
Assessment,  California  Department  of  Public  Health,  and  Waste  Management  Reports  are  outstanding. 

Ms.  Betty  Flartoc,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  she  wholeheartedly  supports  the  Beach  Chalet 
athletic  field  renovation.  She  is  the  President  of  the  Northern  California  Junior  Lacrosse  Association  and 
has  five  member  clubs  in  San  Francisco  who  use  city  fields.  Fler  greatest  concern  is  for  the  availability  of 
safe  and  accessible  fields.  She  discussed  the  need  to  look  outside  the  city  for  practice  fields  and  stated 
that  currently  teams  have  to  travel  to  Treasure  Island  during  commute  hours,  which  results  in  more  cars  on 
the  road.  The  essential  footprint  and  alignment  of  the  fields  is  essentially  as  it  has  been  for  75  years,  so 
the  project  would  not  make  that  big  of  a difference  in  terms  of  the  footprint,  but  would  make  a big 
difference  in  its  use. 

Mr.  Richard  Romano,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  is  a long-time  walker  in  Golden  Gate  Park 
who  feels  that  the  essence  of  the  park  is  being  destroyed.  Fie  stated  that  one  of  the  great 
environmentalists  was  John  McLaren  who  worked  so  hard  to  plant  grass  in  the  park  and  would  be  very 
angry  if  he  knew  that  it  would  be  replaced  with  tires.  Mr.  Romano  stated  that  the  Commission  is  an 
environmental  group  that  should  not  be  supporting  this  type  of  project. 

Mr.  Francisco  DaCosta  discussed  the  process  that  should  be  taken.  Fie  stated  that  the  Commission  Policy 
Committee  listened  to  constituents  and  came  before  the  Commission  with  a Resolution,  which  is  not 
binding.  The  Commissioners  should  be  following  the  Precautionary  Principle.  There  are  a number  of 
artificial  turf  fields  in  the  city  that  are  toxic  and  were  bypassed  for  environmental  review.  The  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  accepted  that  this  field  would  be  used  for  ten  years  without  any  knowledge  of  who 
would  provide  maintenance  after  that  time.  Mr.  DaCosta  stated  that  the  city  needs  natural  grass  and  not 
artificial  fields  that  would  adversely  impact  nature.  That  is  why  the  City  has  the  EIR  and  CEQA  rules  and 
regulations  that  it  has  to  follow. 

Dr.  Elliot  Katz,  Veterinarian,  founder  of  an  organization  that  co-sponsors  the  Ethnic  Dance  Festival  with  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  and  President-Founder  of  In  Defense  of  Animals.  He  explained  that  one  of  the 
missions  of  Defense  of  Animals  is  to  protect  the  well-being  and  habitat  of  other  species  He  expressed  his 
support  for  the  concerns  of  the  Audubon  Society.  He  stated  that  he  has  heard  the  praise  “it’s  not  going  to 
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make  that  much  of  a difference”  and  before  you  know  it  you  have  wiped  out  species  and  natural  habitats. 
That  is  happening  right  now  by  the  arrogance  of  human  beings  over  the  well  being  of  others. 

Ms.  Mary  Anne  Miller,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  San  Francisco  resident  stated  that  she  is  a long-time  park 
user.  She  stated  that  the  west  end  of  the  park  has  been  neglected  for  many  years  and  will  suddenly  be  a 
site  of  artificial  turf  that  will  pave  over  part  of  the  park  so  that  it  is  almost  like  Candlestick  Park.  She  stated 
that  the  EIR  is  a friend,  it  does  not  take  sides,  it  is  objective,  and  removes  the  pros  and  cons.  It  considers 
only  for  the  facts  and  if  the  wrong  facts  come  forward,  it  is  an  impartial  report  that  helps  decision-makers  in 
reaching  a fair  decision. 

Ms.  Jamie  Ray,  San  Francisco  Wildlife  Rehabilitation,  stated  that  the  question  is  not  about  whether  soccer 
fields  are  needed--it  is  about  the  environmental  issues.  There  have  been  references  to  the  Precautionary 
Principle  which  is  important.  When  you  have  grass  that  has  ground  up  rubber  tire  on  top  of  it,  there  are 
questions  that  a variety  of  government  bodies  should  look  into.  She  discussed  the  possible  adverse 
effects  on  birds  that  may  consume  the  rubber  tire  that  may  not  have  an  immediate  effect.  She  stated  that 
a review  should  be  made  of  providing  better  drainage  to  allow  more  playing  time  on  the  current  field  and  to 
employ  turf  specialists  to  take  care  of  the  field. 

Mr.  Eric  Hanson,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  is  in  favor  of  the  project.  He  stated  that  he  has  a 
background  in  environmental  science  and  has  come  to  recognize  most  projects  as  a series  of  tradeoffs. 

Mr.  Hanson  stated  that  the  positives  of  the  environmental  effects  far  outweigh  the  negatives,  such  as 
reduced  water  use,  no  pesticide  use,  reduced  carbon  emissions  from  lack  of  maintenance  equipment 
necessary  for  the  grass  field,  and  reduced  carbon  emissions  from  reduced  trips.  What  could  be  greener 
than  using  a tire  that  has  to  be  landfilled?  He  stated  that  research  has  shown  that  tires  would  be  safe  to 
use  on  the  field. 

Mr.  Robert  van  Ravenswaay,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  has  concerns  about  this  project.  The 
focus  should  be  on  the  fact  that  Golden  Gate  Park  has  an  approved  Master  Plan  that  this  project  seems  to 
be  avoiding.  The  western  end  of  the  park  is  supposed  to  be  more  natural  than  the  east  end.  By  replacing 
landscape  with  hardscape  and  essentially  tripling  the  usage  of  fields,  it  creates  a situation  in  the  west  end 
to  be  similar  to  the  eastern  end  and  changes  the  plan  for  the  park.  The  plan  park  calls  for  closing  streets 
in  the  area  that  won’t  fit  in  with  the  traffic  brought  in  with  the  changes.  These  changes  have  to  be  explored 
with  the  environmental  review  process  that  has  not  been  explored  so  far.  He  requested  that  there  be  a 
focus  on  these  issues. 

Ms.  Pam  Hemphill,  Commission  on  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission,  presented  the  Commission 
with  a letter  from  the  Commission’s  meeting  on  January  14  when  they  voted  to  unanimously  support  a full 
EIR.  She  stated  that  the  impact  on  birds  and  wildlife  mammals  is  large  in  that  area  of  the  park,  and  it 
should  receive  attention.  She  stated  that  no  one  has  been  paying  attention  to  the  paving  of  all  of  these 
areas.  She  stated  that  she  wonders  how  many  acres  have  been  paved  at  the  time  of  climate  crisis  when 
plastic  is  a lot  hotter  than  grass,  and  how  many  more  are  on  the  agenda. 

Mr.  Paul  Koski,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  enjoys  Golden  Gate  Park  and  is  concerned  about 
the  proposed  project.  He  stated  that  he  supports  an  EIR.  He  stated  that  the  standard  to  use  which 
Commissioner  Pelosi  expressed  his  concern  about,  is  that  the  project  is  of  a large  size  and  scope.  Mr. 
Koski  stated  that  an  EIR  would  be  a friend  of  the  Commission  and  is  a way  to  go  forward  to  determine  if 
the  project  is  suitable  for  the  area.  This  type  of  project  may  be  more  suitable  in  another  area  of  the  city. 

Mr.  Terry  Milne,  member  of  Bernal  Heights  Tree  Committee,  urged  that  the  Commission  approve  the 
Resolution  to  conduct  an  environmental  review  of  the  project.  He  expressed  his  concerned  about  the 
urban  forest  and  green  cover  that  is  represented  by  the  trees  at  the  west  end  of  the  park.  An  Arborist 
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report  leads  him  to  believe  that  they  will  cut  down  60  trees  and  replace  them  with  smaller  and  younger 
trees  that  do  not  mitigate  the  air  as  mature  trees  do.  Asking  for  an  environmental  review  is  not  asking  to 
get  rid  of  soccer  fields  because  they  are  needed,  but  is  asking  for  the  correct  mitigations  and  alternatives  if 
they  are  going  to  cut  down  60  trees. 

Mr.  Ric  Olivas,  President  of  California  Soccer  Association  North,  stated  that  the  association  represents 
2000+  adult  players  and  3000  or  more  youth  players  that  use  the  park  in  San  Francisco.  One  of  the  real 
issues  that  should  be  looked  at  is  the  number  of  injuries  that  are  sustained  by  all  players,  boys,  girls,  men 
and  women  because  these  fields  are  not  being  maintained.  He  stated  that  he  is  against  the  EIR  but  would 
be  in  support  if  there  was  a way  to  get  rid  of  the  gophers  that  he  believes  causes  environmental  problems. 
Mr.  Olivas  stated  that  the  last  time  Beach  Chalet  was  renovated  was  because  a ten-year  old  boy  broke  his 
tibia,  a compound  fracture,  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  decided  to  finally  closed  Beach  Chalet  to 
repair  all  of  the  pot  holes  and  gopher  holes. 

Ms.  Katherine  Howard,  San  Francisco  Ocean  Edge,  stated  that  this  is  a fantastic  discussion  and  hearing  of 
all  of  the  different  sides  of  the  questions  as  to  why  an  EIR  is  needed.  She  is  a landscape  architect  and  can 
counter  all  of  the  objectives  raised  today  and  can  discuss  reasons  why  this  project  is  not  a good  idea.  She 
stated  that  she  is  gathering  support  for  an  EIR  and  showed  half  of  the  letters  from  residents  that  are 
concerned  about  the  project.  There  is  also  support  for  an  EIR  from  15  organizations,  including  50 
neighborhood  groups  that  are  concerned  about  this  project.  There  are  1500  signatures  of  people  who  are 
worried  about  this  project.  She  stated  that  she  has  full  confidence  that  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  would  ask  for  EIR  in  order  to  give  everyone  an  open  and  accountable  process  to  talk  about 
their  concerns. 

Mr.  K.C.  Charlagh,  San  Francisco  resident  and  soccer  player,  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  has  had  to  close  the  fields  on  many  days  because  of  precipitation  which  caused  games  to  be 
cancelled.  He  stated  that  artificial  turf  is  needed  because  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  does  not 
have  the  man  power  to  fix  the  fields  when  they  are  wet.  He  discussed  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission  hearing  on  this  topic  that  included  representation  by  27,000  kids  that  were  for  the  project. 

This  number  shows  that  there  is  so  much  will  for  the  project  to  go  through  because  it  will  make  a significant 
difference  for  recreation  in  the  city  and  provides  an  outlet  for  kids  to  go  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  Thor  Swift,  Sunset  District  resident  and  father  of  two  kids,  stated  that  he  supports  his  children  and  their 
right  to  play  in  the  park.  He  stated  that  people  are  treating  the  Beach  Chalet  fields  as  a natural 
environment.  Grass  does  not  naturally  grow  there.  That  is  why  it  has  to  be  watered  and  tended.  As  he 
understands  history,  the  area  was  sand  dunes  before  the  grass  was  planted,  so  nature  is  not  being  saved. 
If  you  are  worried  about  tires,  worry  about  the  cars.  People  are  driving  their  cars  to  Crocker  Amazon  to  get 
kids  to  practice.  He  stated  that  he  could  walk  to  Beach  Chalet.  Mr.  Swift  stated  that  the  pros  of  the  project 
outweigh  the  cons. 

Mr.  Greg  Miller,  San  Francisco  resident,  supports  the  Resolution  to  request  an  EIR  because  it  is  simply 
asking  the  Commission  as  environmental  stewards  in  the  city  to  remind  City  government  that  they  need  to 
obey  state  law.  State  law  dictates  when  an  EIR  needs  to  be  done.  He  feels  that  the  public  process  so  far 
has  been  pathetic  and  can  list  specific  instances  of  inadequacy.  Mr.  Miller  stated  that  the  process  requires 
further  discussion  and  examination  of  the  alternatives.  Golden  Gate  Park  is  a premiere  park  in  the  region. 
This  project  would  rip  out  the  western  end  and  replace  it  with  concrete,  plastic,  and  gravel.  The  City  must 
do  better  for  its  children  in  terms  of  athletics  and  set  an  example  of  environmental  stewardship.  What 
lesson  are  we  trying  to  teach  the  children? 

Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Resolution  is  not  about  saying  yes  or  no  to  the  project 
and  is  not  about  comparing  the  pros  and  cons,  or  deciding  that  the  environmental  problems  outweigh  the 
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good--it  is  only  to  say  that  we  need  the  benefit  of  full  information  by  asking  for  an  EIR.  Commission 
President  Tuchow  stated  that  he  appreciates  the  diversity  in  the  public’s  point  of  view  and  that  there  have 
been  many  good  points  raised.  He  is  concerned  that  procedurally,  the  Charter  requirements  for  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  prohibit  it  from  making  land-use  recommendations,  and  this  issue  could 
be  considered  land-use.  He  stated  that  he  understands  arguments  that  the  Commission  has  an  obligation 
to  the  environment,  and  there  have  been  a diversity  of  opinions  whether  the  project  is  pro-environment  or 
not.  Commissioner  Mok  stated  that  asking  for  a full  review  would  not  mean  that  the  Commission  is  against 
the  project. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  motioned  to  adopt  Resolution  File  2010-02-COE,  second  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis  (AYES:  Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok  and  Pelosi  Jr.;  NOES: 
Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Martin,  and  Wald).  The  Resolution 
did  not  pass. 

5.  Landfill  Search  Update.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Matt  Tuchow,  Speakers:  David  Assmann,  Deputy 
Director  (Presentation  Time:  5 minutes)  and  Thomas  Owen,  Deputy  City  Attorney  (Presentation  Time:  5 
minutes)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  for  Landfill  Disposal  Capacity;  Landfill 
RFP  Scoring  Reviews;  Memo  to  Commission  Landfill  Search  Chronology;  Request  for  Qualifications, 

Public  Comment)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  the  Commission  has  an  obligation  to  ensure  that  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  obtains  the  best  landfill  contract.  It  is  important  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
process,  that  there  is  public  participation,  and  that  it  is  a fair  and  transparent  process  with  public 
participation.  At  the  same  time,  the  Commission  cannot  violate  those  laws  and  regulations  that  require  the 
confidentiality  of  the  contracting  process.  He  reported  that  Commissioners  received  two  letters,  one 
addressed  to  Acting  Director  David  Assmann  and  the  other  addressed  to  the  Commission  President, 
Commissioners,  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  about  a company  that  was  not  selected  as  a finalist  for  this 
contract.  Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  the  letters  contained  allegations  that  gave  him  reason  l 
to  request  a report  from  the  Acting  Director  and  Deputy  City  Attorney  to  make  sure  that  the  integrity  of  the 
process  was  being  maintained.  He  explained  that  the  Commission  has  oversight  responsibility,  but  is  not 
involved  in  the  contracting  process  details,  but  wants  to  make  sure  it  is  a fair  process. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  the  general  allegations  were  that  there  was  a change  to  the 
scope  in  the  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  and  that  there  was  favoritism  and  inequities  in  the  RFP  process. 

He  asked  that  the  appropriate  specifics  of  the  process  be  addressed  and  requested  a discussion  about 
whether  it  was  fair,  whether  there  was  favoritism,  transparency,  ability  for  public  participation,  and 
inequities  in  the  RFP  process.  He  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  to  summarize  the  rules  of  the 
process  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  to  speak  to  the  specifics  that  were  raised. 

Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  City  law  requires  that  contracts  for  goods  and  services  be 
competitively  solicited  and  communicated  to  the  business  community,  and  that  the  best  offers  are  sought 
after.  There  are  two  types  of  competitive  solicitations.  The  first  is  an  invitation  for  bids  in  which  the  public 
entity  sets  out  the  specifications  that  it  wants  for  commodities  or  general  services,  e.g.  janitorial, 
landscaping  services,  and  construction  contracts.  Bidders  respond  by  giving  the  City  a price  based  on 
those  exact  specifications,  and  bids  are  selected  based  on  the  lowest  cost  to  the  City  without  consideration 
of  other  factors.  An  invitation  for  bids  may  require  certain  minimum  qualifications. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  about  the  landfill  process  specifically  and  what  the  Commission’s  ability 
would  be  to  participate  in  the  process.  He  stated  that  if  the  Commission  does  not  have  jurisdiction,  then  the 
subject  should  not  be  before  the  Commission,  especially  before  it  has  been  vetted  by  a Commission 
Committee.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  the  Commission  does  not  have  a formal  role  in  the 
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issuance  of  the  RFP  and  evaluations.  The  Commission  did  not  participate  in  the  interviews  or  in  the 
rewards  and  negotiations  of  contracts.  The  Commission  does  not  approve  the  contracts.  It  does  have 
oversight  of  the  Department  in  general  that  is  responsible  for  the  contracting  functions.  There  are 
confidentiality  rules  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  and  Brown  Act  that  would  prohibit  disclosure  of  the 
losing  or  winning  proposals.  The  Commission  does  not  have  the  authority  to  look  at  those  documents  at 
this  point,  so  it  would  have  a difficult  time  addressing  some  of  the  specifics.  It  is  a policy  matter  whether 
the  Commission  wants  to  get  into  the  details. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  has  been  working  on  this  project  for  nine  years.  He  has  been 
doing  the  tracking  of  waste  to  the  Altamont  landfill.  The  City  and  County  signed  a long-term  disposal 
agreement  in  1988  for  50  million  tons  or  65  years,  whichever  came  first.  He  stated  that  when  he  first 
started  to  track  the  disposal  going  to  Altamont,  his  first  projection  was  that  we  would  run  out  of  space  in 
2005,  which  did  not  happen  because  disposal  has  been  going  down  every  year  since  2000.  In  the  last 
year,  the  city  is  at  half  of  where  it  was  in  2001  in  terms  of  disposal.  He  first  had  a meeting  on  the  next 
phase  of  disposal  capacity  in  2001  when  Supervisor  Ammiano  asked  to  do  an  analysis  of  the  status  and 
report  on  projections. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  how  people  who  did  not  win  were  informed.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  the  Department  issued  a letter  to  the  contractors  who  did  not  winning  explaining  the  criteria 
for  why  they  were  not  selected  and  explained  the  process  for  selection.  The  Department  went  through  a 
series  of  public  hearings  in  2007  and  put  together  overarching  considerations.  The  Department  then  went 
through  a Request  for  Qualification(s)  process  in  2008,  and  then  an  RFP  process  in  2009.  The  Selection 
Committee  consisted  of  the  City  of  Oakland’s  Environmental  Service  Manager,  the  City  Administrator,  and 
himself  to  evaluate  the  proposals.  A tentative  award  was  made  based  on  those  proposals.  A protest  was 
received,  evaluated  and  responded  to.  The  next  stage  was  to  enter  into  negotiations  and  once 
negotiations  were  complete,  the  contract  would  go  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  determine  at  a 
public  hearing  whether  to  approve  the  contract.  The  negotiating  team  with  Recology,  the  winning  contract, 
is  himself,  Mr.  Ed  Lee,  City  Administrator,  and  Mr.  Ed  Reiskin,  Director  of  Public  Works.  The  RFP  has  not 
changed  since  it  was  issued. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  asked  to  provide  an  opinion  if  there  was  any  favoritism  in  the  RFP  process. 
Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  he  had  not  participated  in  the  actual  evaluation  process,  but  has 
seen  the  documents,  and  based  on  what  Acting  Director  Assmann  has  said,  he  would  say  no.  Acting 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  was  no  favoritism  in  the  selection  process  and  referred  to  the 
explanatory  document  score  sheet  that  provides  the  criteria  used  for  selection.  Commission  President 
Tuchow  asked  if  there  was  any  impropriety  or  illegality  to  the  process.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated 
not  that  he  is  aware  of.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  no. 

Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  to  review  the  applicability  of  the 
32  Ordinance,  the  relationship  of  the  disposal  and  hauling  contract,  what  can  and  can’t  be  done,  and  the 
timeline.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  there  are  two  separate  issues.  The  32  Ordinance  covers 
hauling  within  the  City.  The  disposal  contract  is  not  governed  by  the  32  ordinance,  they  are  not  linked  in 
any  way,  and  there  is  no  timeline  that  links  the  two.  Regardless  of  who  gets  the  landfill  contract,  the 
current  permit  holders  within  the  City  retain  those  licenses. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Francisco  DaCosta,  Director  of  Environmental  Justice  Advocacy,  stated  that  he  is  interested  in 
knowing  when  the  carbon  footprint  information  would  be  made  available  to  the  public.  He  stated  that  there 
is  a PG&E  site  that  contains  tons  of  toxic  waste  that  has  to  be  moved.  Similar  to  the  PG&E  site,  the  landfill 
is  near  the  water.  He  inquired  whether  barge,  rail,  or  truck  hauling  would  have  the  least  carbon  footprint. 
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He  is  looking  forward  to  receiving  detailed  information  to  adjudicate  and  make  more  precise  comments  on 
this  issue. 

Ms.  Brigit  Barnes,  Land  Use  and  Environmental  Law  Attorney  in  Loomis,  CA.  stated  that  she  represents  a 
citizen's  group  in  Yuba  County  and  Wheaton.  She  submitted  a detailed  letter  that  raises  serious  concerns 
(see  explanatory  document).  Ms.  Barnes  stated  that  the  RFP  and  various  contract  documents  identified 
that  the  city  was  extremely  concerned  that  the  successful  proposal  would  limit  the  risk  of  litigation  involving 
a City  and  would  limit  the  environmental  impacts  to  the  host  community.  She  stated  that  the 
documentation  she  has  pulled  from  the  Yuba  County  file  on  this  issue  as  well  as  information  she  has 
received  relative  to  the  current  Commission’s  review  of  the  RFP  indicates  that  the  successful  proposal  has 
not  been  clearly  and  adequately  presented  to  the  Commission  that  has  voted  in  favor  of  it.  There  are 
existing  permits  in  Yuba  County  that  have  to  go  through  a new  process  and  have  to  be  expanded.  The 
Regional  Waste  Management  Board  has  objected  to  all  of  these  permits,  all  of  which  has  not  been 
adequately  presented  to  this  Commission.  She  requested  more  time  to  present  on  this  issue. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  explained  that  the  information  was  presented  to  the  Department,  not  to  the 
Commission.  This  Commission  did  not  have  involvement  on  the  RFP  and  RFQ  and  did  not  vote,  score  or 
make  an  award.  It  received  periodic  updates  on  procedure  from  the  Department  and  City  Attorney’s 
Office.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be  hearing  this  item  before  it  is  accepted.  The  hearings  that  were 
held  were  with  the  Department,  not  the  Commission.  Ms.  Barnes  stated  that  she  is  just  getting  started  in  a 
review  and  it  is  important  that  the  administrative  record  have  a record  of  the  relevant  documentation  and 
concerns. 

Ms.  Irene  Creps,  San  Francisco  resident,  retired  teacher,  whose  family  were  farmers  in  Yuba  County  since 
the  1860’s.  The  landfill  that  is  being  discussed  is  about  a mile  away  from  the  Wheatland-Lofton  Pioneer 
Cemetery  where  members  of  her  family  are.  She  stated  that  she  would  like  to  compare  the  two  sites  that 
San  Francisco  is  choosing  to  send  their  garbage.  She  is  proud  of  San  Francisco  for  the  fact  that  it  has  one 
of  the  best  garbage  collection  systems  in  the  country  using  the  blue,  black,  and  green  bins.  She  is  proud 
that  San  Francisco  sends  its  garbage  to  the  Altamont  Pass  that  is  located  in  the  inter-coast  range  which  is 
has  very  little  rainfall  and  can’t  leak  out  into  the  Sacramento  valley.  The  Yuba  County  site  is  one  of  the 
poorest  counties  in  California.  The  storm  tracks  goes  from  San  Francisco  diagonally  to  the  Sierra  foothills 
where  there  is  40  inches  of  rainfall.  There  is  a tremendous  watershed  in  those  tributaries.  She  asked  to 
study  the  soil  nature  of  the  site. 

Dr.  Richard  Paskowitz,  stated  that  the  Commission  is  in  the  position  of  oversight.  He  stated  that  the 
leading  contractor,  Norcal  Waste,  has  been  dishonest  to  the  people  of  Yuba  County,  specifically 
Wheatland,  and  to  the  Department  and  Commission.  The  1988  Chandler  Act  says  that  the  landfill  would 
be  for  local  use  only.  The  intent  was  otherwise.  In  1996,  it  was  said  that  the  landfill  would  be  a bi-county 
project  alone.  The  intent  was  otherwise.  In  2000,  it  was  said  that  the  landfill  would  be  only  for  local 
regional  use.  The  intent  was  otherwise.  In  2010,  it  was  reported  to  the  Department  that  the  Yuba  County 
permits  were  in  place.  That  is  not  true.  This  company  has  been  lying  to  the  people  and  is  abusing  the 
county,  farmland,  and  waterways  by  putting  a dump  immediately  next  to  a waterway.  The  company  said 
that  they  have  the  permits,  but  they  do  not.  . 

Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith,  Law  Firm  of  Reed  Smith,  stated  that  he  is  here  representing  Waste  Management  of 
Alameda  County  as  part  of  a bid  protest.  Waste  Management  was  one  of  the  entities  that  did  not  get  the 
tentative  award.  He  stated  that  he  does  not  have  enough  time  allotted  for  public  comment  to  discuss  the 
opportunities,  process,  and  procedures  raised  in  letters  he  has  provided  to  the  Commission  and  Acting 
Director  Assmann.  He  stated  that  in  2007  when  there  was  public  comment  and  a survey  done,  and 
overriding  considerations  were  identified.  He  stated  that  the  number  one  issue  enumerated  was  to 
minimize  and  mitigate  climate  impacts,  minimize  transportation  emissions,  and  maximize  methane 
recovery.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  when  the  contract  will  be  made  available  in  its  final  form,  questions  should 
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be  asked  as  to  whether  the  Department  secured  the  best  contract  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  the  Commission  should  ask  whether  there  is  an  opportunity  to  reduce  carbon  emissions 
through  transportation  by  67%  over  the  current  proposal,  and  did  the  Department  meet  the  overarching 
considerations  to  minimize  transportation  emissions  and  maximize  methane  recovery. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Commission  will  not  see  the  final  contract  and  it  will  not  require  a 
vote  of  the  Commission.  Acting  Director  Assmann  confirmed.  He  stated  that  the  final  contract  would  go  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  for  approval  at  a public  hearing.  Mr.  Smith  asked  what  the 
Commission’s  role  would  be  in  this  process.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  it  is  to  ensure  integrity  to 
the  process  and  make  the  public  aware.  He  stated  that  he  is  surprised  that  the  issue  is  on  the  agenda  and 
did  not  go  to  a Subcommittee  first.  He  noted  that  the  issue  was  before  the  Operations  Committee  in  the 
past.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  issues  that  were  raised  concerning  whether  permits  were 
approved  or  not  should  be  verified.  If  there  is  a misunderstanding,  then  it  is  important  for  the  Department  to 
investigate  and  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  these  issues.  He  stated  that  the  contractor  who 
did  not  win  should  try  to  determine  why  their  score  was  not  higher,  whether  application  questions  and 
procedures  were  clear,  and  not  worry  about  the  competition.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be  able  to 
identify  if  there  was  any  dishonesty.  He  explained  that  the  outcome  of  this  determination  was  because 
there  was  a disparity  in  cost.  The  burden  is  to  show  why  the  score  should  be  higher. 

Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith  stated  that  this  is  an  RFP  process  and  not  a public  contract  bid  that  you  have  to 
award  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder.  The  Commission  and  Department  have  to  ask  whether  it  got  the 
best  contract  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  were  stewardship  goals  and  objectives  to  be  a 
good  steward  of  the  environment  met,  could  something  have  done  better?  The  beauty  of  the  RFP  process 
gives  you  that  opportunity.  There  are  no  timing  restrictions.  You  have  been  presented  with  the  opportunity 
to  look  at  transportation  alternatives.  You  can  debate  whether  transportation  alternatives  were  thoroughly 
evaluated  as  part  of  the  RFP  process.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  Waste  Management’s  score  would  have  been 
higher  if  transportation  alternatives  were  thoroughly  evaluated  and  was  a single  item  for  consideration  of 
the  twenty-one  factors.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  should  be  presented.  (See  Explanatory 
Documents  from  Mr.  John  Smith  for  additional  information.) 

Mr.  Eric  Smith,  Green  Depot,  stated  that  he  is  most  interested  in  the  transparency  of  the  process  and 
hopes  that  will  be  the  case  moving  forward.  He  suggested  that  in  the  negotiation  process,  the  economics 
should  be  reviewed  as  well  as  identifying  how  new  jobs  would  be  created  in  the  city,  and  to  account  for 
how  waste  would  be  transported  in  emergency  situations.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Gavrich  helped  negotiate  the 
City’s  original  waste  contract  and  has  valuable  information  to  share  which  is  important  and  has 
ramifications.  He  explained  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  also  has  ideas  about  waste 
generation  and  digestion  and  hopes  that  Commission  takes  all  that  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Steve  Stewart,  City  of  Livermore  Community  Development  Department  provided  his  comments  on 
behalf  of  the  City  of  Livermore  as  the  host  community.  He  stated  that  the  Altamont  landfill  has  been 
utilizing  revenue  from  the  tipping  fees  and  partnerships  of  other  funding  sources  for  a number  of  programs 
that  benefit  East  Alameda  County.  These  programs  include  open  space,  habitat  acquisition  and 
preservation,  recycling,  diversion  education,  and  development  of  community  facilities  in  Livermore’s 
downtown  core.  For  example,  over  1500  acres  of  open  space  has  been  acquired  and  preserved  in  East 
County,  and  funds  from  the  education  fee  provide  grants  to  environmental  science  programs  at  local 
schools  and  school  recycling  composting  infrastructure  projects.  The  City  respectfully  requests  that  the 
Commission  discuss  disposal  options  that  will  utilize  the  Altamont  landfill  and  continues  supporting 
regional  and  community  programs  in  one  of  your  finer  City  suburbs. 

Mr.  Jeff  Williams,  City  of  Livermore  City  Council  member,  stated  that  he  is  unclear  about  the  Commission’s 
oversight  role  but  asked  that  in  its  oversight  role,  that  it  should  assure  that  overarching  considerations 
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spelled  out  by  Acting  Director’s  summary  of  information  to  date  has  taken  place.  Livermore  is  the  city 
closest  to  the  Altamont  Landfill  and  feels  that  they  have  been  spectacularly  good  stewards  of  the 
environment  and  can  continue  to  provide  that  service  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Pelosi 
Jr.  asked  what  the  Commission's  oversight  responsibility  would  be.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that 
there  is  no  specific  quantifiable  standard--it  is  what  the  Commission  feels  is  appropriate;  however,  the 
contracting  process  is  specifically  given  to  the  Department. 

Mr.  Tom  Bruen  stated  that  the  RFP  is  not  clear  or  fair  because  any  person  in  the  business  reading  the 
RFP  would  construe  it  as  asking  for  two  things,  the  identify  of  the  landfill  that  would  be  provided  to  the  City 
and  the  gate  rate  as  waste  comes  across  the  scale  of  that  landfill.  It  does  not  ask  for  transportation  costs. 
Transportation  is  a hugely  critical  factor  in  determining  competitive  proposals.  If  you  want  to  know  if  you 
have  the  best  price,  you  have  to  know  where  the  landfill  is  and  how  the  waste  will  get  there.  Apparently 
Recology  is  saying  that  they  are  going  to  use  rail  haul  to  Yuba  City.  The  score  sheet  shows  that  Waste 
Management  tied  with  Recology  on  everything  except  price.  Did  staff  look  at  transportation  costs?  How 
do  you  compare  bids  if  someone  bid  on  transportation  and  nobody  else  knew  it  was  bid  on?  Acting 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  everything  was  taken  into  consideration,  all  comparisons  were  made,  and 
transportation  was  considered. 

Mr.  Glenn  Kirby,  Alameda  County  Stop  Waste  Recycling  Board  President  and  is  representing  a portion  of 
Alameda  County  and  Sierra  Club’s  Executive  Board.  He  stated  that  both  organizations  are  interested  in 
this  process,  and  he  is  happy  to  be  here  to  observe  and  learn.  This  agenda  item  is  an  update  and  not  an 
action  item.  This  is  actually  the  correct  forum  for  public  comments  because  the  staff  was  involved  in  the 
negotiations  and  in  the  RFP  process.  His  understanding  is  that  the  Commission  has  oversight  of  the 
staff’s  responsibility  to  negotiate  this  contract.  There  are  discussions  between  your  Commission  staff  and 
staff  of  StopWaste.org,  and  he  hopes  that  those  discussions  would  result  in  a recommendation  that  takes 
into  consideration  the  benefits  and  concerns  of  both  San  Francisco  and  Alameda  County. 

Mr.  David  Gavrich  stated  that  between  1980  and  1984,  he  was  privileged  to  be  working  as  one  of  four 
managers  in  the  newly  formed  City’s  Solid  Waste  Management  program.  Senator  Dianne  Feinstein  had 
just  become  Mayor  at  the  time  when  the  City  of  Mountain  View  (where  waste  was  taken  for  a number  of 
years)  gave  the  city  an  ultimatum  to  either  pay  rates  that  are  50%  higher  than  was  being  paid  before  or 
take  waste  elsewhere.  Mayor  Feinstein  called  the  Solid  Waste  Management  program  office  and  was 
extremely  angry  about  being  held  hostage  by  another  city  and  gave  the  group  a clear  goal  to  strike  the 
best  possible  deal  for  the  longest  possible  term  because  she  did  not  want  the  Mayor  or  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  be  held  hostage  again.  The  new  deal  was  to  go  to  her  within  18  months  when  the  term  of 
the  Mountain  View  agreement  would  expire.  The  group  came  back  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  with  a deal  for 
15  millions  tons  of  capacity  in  65  years,  whichever  came  first,  at  a rate  that  was  and  would  remain  for  its 
term  about  30  to  40  percent  below  the  market  rate  for  waste.  This  resulted  in  a City  savings  of  27  million 
dollars  a year  for  over  600  million  dollars  over  the  25  years  so  far  and  there  is  more  than  five  years  left  in 
the  contract. 

Mr.  Gavrich  stated  that  he  has  heard  from  Mr.  Assmann  that  Department  staff  has  not  only  entered  into 
sole  negotiations  with  a single  favorite  disposal  contractor,  but  there  were  only  two  contractors  in  the 
competition.  Staff  decided  to  exclude  one  of  three  contractors  that  had  five  nearby  landfills  before  the 
process  began.  Mr.  Gavrich  stated  that  this  Commission  has  oversight  responsibility  and  asked  who  was 
hurt  by  that  judgment  call  to  exclude  one  contractor  that  would  save  the  City  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars.  He  stated  that  it  is  Incumbent  on  this  Commission  to  let  the  hearings  begin,  let  the  Policy 
Committee  hear  this  matter  so  that  people  are  able  to  speak  for  more  than  one  minute  on  a billion-dollar 
contract.  Mr.  Gavrich  stated  that  if  this  winning  proposal  was  brought  forth  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the 
Commission  would  be  looked  at  as  a total  embarrassment. 
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Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  why  Waste  Management  was  excluded.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
because  they  failed  to  show  up  for  a mandatory  pre-bid  process  which  was  a requirement  to  acquire 
information  on  the  bid  process.  They  subsequently  submitted  a proposal  that  was  not  considered  because 
they  did  not  attend  the  mandatory  pre-bid. 

Ms.  Joan  Seppala,  Independent  Newspaper  Publisher,  that  serves  East  Alameda  County,  stated  that  the 
citizens  in  East  Alameda  County  are  concerned  about  the  environment  and  have  appreciated  what  Waste 
Management  has  done.  They  would  like  the  city  to  take  into  account  the  pace  setting  innovations  that  the 
Waste  Management  LNG  plant  provides  because  if  this  were  taken  into  account,  the  transportation  scoring 
would  be  much  higher.  She  is  concerned  that  the  process  may  not  have  provided  a level  playing  field  and 
hope  that  changes  are  made. 

Mr.  Bob  Baltzer,  Chairman  of  Friends  of  Livermore,  stated  that  he  has  a personal  and  organizational  ax  to 
grind,  which  is  the  tipping  fee  revenue  that  comes  to  the  City  of  Livermore  and  Tri-Valley  County.  As  Mr. 
Stewart  has  explained,  this  fee  is  a tremendous  help  to  the  environment  and  revitalization  of  the 
downtown.  The  Commission  is  an  environmental  oversight  group,  and  it  appears  that  its  overarching 
concerns  are  being  lost  with  the  idea  of  hauling  the  waste  to  a distant  land  site  without  the  advantages  that 
the  Altamont  site  has,  particularly  the  methane,  etc. 

Unidentified  Speaker,  YUGAG,  stated  that  Wheatland  is  Class  1 farmland  and  showed  pictures  of  rice 
fields  that  have  standing  water  even  though  it  hasn’t  rained  in  weeks,  walnut  orchards,  plum  orchards, 
cattle  grazing,  and  beautiful  farmland.  She  stated  that  Wheatland  has  a small  landfill  in  the  neighborhood 
which  is  being  threatened  with  3000  tons  per  day  of  this  City’s  waste  that  will  trash  her  backyard.  She 
asked  whether  the  Department  and  Commission  are  only  concerned  about  San  Francisco’s  environment 
or  about  the  environmental  overall.  She  hopes  that  instead  of  listening  to  all  of  the  people  that  want  these 
contracts,  that  the  Department  does  an  independent  study  of  how  Wheatland’s  environment  would  be 
impacted.  It  is  beautiful  land  that  is  seriously  threatened  by  3000  tons  of  garbage  per  day  on  a water 
slough.  The  corner  of  this  landfill  is  on  a slough.  If  there  is  any  type  of  accident  or  leak,  she  would  be 
concerned  about  the  crops  and  pollution  of  food. 

Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  uncertainly  about  the  role  of  this  Commission 
with  respect  to  the  process  and  asked  for  clarification.  She  asked  whether  the  Commission  should  pursue 
the  idea  of  further  discussion  after  bids  are  unsealed  in  order  to  have  a freer  discussion  prior  to  the 
winning  proposal  going  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  this  is  an 
important  contract  that  this  Commission  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over.  He  asked  when  the  contract 
would  go  into  effect.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  projection  is  August  of  2015. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  there  does  not  seem  to  be  an  allegation  of  impropriety,  so  the 
Commission’s  role  is  limited  in  terms  of  review  and  involvement.  There  does  seem  to  be  a 
misunderstanding  with  regard  to  the  transportation  element  of  the  contract,  and  there  is  time  to  extend  the 
process  before  going  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  He  suggested  that  the  Department  evaluate  ways  to 
address  this  issue  as  to  whether  transportation  was  fully  vetted  and  that  people  involved  in  the  bid 
describe  if  they  knew  transportation  was  involved  how  that  would  effect  their  score.  If  someone  missed  a 
meeting  and  that  is  the  way  the  City  runs  contracts  and  the  requirement  is  part  of  City  rules  and 
procedures,  exemptions  should  not  be  created.  The  complaining  entity  should  request  that  the  City 
Attorneys  Office  make  a ruling  whether  someone  missing  a pre-bid  hearing  should  disqualify  them  from 
participation.  It  should  not  be  a determination  made  by  the  Commission  or  Department.  The  Department 
was  following  procedures  and  the  process  was  transparent.  He  stated  that  he  does  not  feel  it  is 
appropriate  to  refer  this  issue  to  a Committee  or  to  the  Commission  because  it  is  a legal  issue,  and  he 
encouraged  interested  parties  to  request  clarity  from  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  on  the  City’s  legal 
procedures. 
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6.  Update  on  the  progress  of  actions  taken  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Department  as  a 
result  of  the  Resolution  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  issue  of  Cell  Phone  Radiation.  Sponsor: 
President  Matt  Tuchow;  Speaker:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion)  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  after  the  Commission  adopted  the  Cell  Phone 
Resolution,  the  Mayor  introduced  legislation  which  required  retailers  to  post  point-of-sale  information  on 
cell  phone  radiation  values.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  President  directed  the  Ordinance  to  be  heard  at  the 
Small  Business  Commission  as  well  as  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Neighborhood  Services  and  Operations 
Committee.  Staff  went  before  the  Small  Business  Commission  two  weeks  ago  and  while  there  presenting, 
the  Small  Business  Network  President  stated  that  she  was  dismayed  that  the  legislation  was  not  presented 
before  her  Coalition.  The  Small  Business  Commission  asked  the  Department  to  work  with  the  Small 
Business  Network  and  come  back  to  them  at  their  next  meeting  a month  later. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  there  was  a meeting  of  the  Small  Business  Network  last  night.  Department  staff 
prepared  a fact  sheet  for  small  businesses  about  what  the  proposed  Ordinance  would  do  and  how  it  might 
affect  small  businesses.  Accompanying  the  fact  sheet  was  a letter  from  Acting  Director  Assmann 
encouraging  and  inviting  members  of  the  small  business  community  to  work  with  the  Department  directly 
to  reduce  the  impact  to  small  businesses.  The  Small  Business  Commission  relayed  their  concern  about 
potential  impacts  on  very  small  businesses  whose  cell  phone  sales  would  be  incidental  to  their  overall 
sales.  Almost  unanimously,  the  Commissioners  felt  that  cell  phone  safety  was  an  important  topic  and  took 
time  in  their  comments  to  discuss  their  own  personal  stories  about  their  concerns  for  cell  phone  radiation 
and  the  importance  about  the  right  to  know.  The  Commissioners  thought  that  the  issue  was  of  utmost 
importance  and  were  glad  that  the  City  was  looking  at  the  issue,  but  were  concerned  with  the  impact  on 
small  businesses.  In  the  next  two  weeks,  the  plan  is  to  craft  language  of  proposed  amendments  to  present 
to  the  Small  Business  Commission  that  might  either  phase  in  or  exempt  different  business  sizes  and  to  talk 
to  the  small  business  community  about  how  they  define  themselves  and  delineate  business.  The 
legislation  would  be  presented  to  the  Small  Business  Commission  in  the  next  two  weeks  and  then  heard  at 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  he  is  more  concerned  with  behavioral  problems  with  cell  phones.  The 
science  does  not  support  medical  concerns  addressed  so  far  so  he  feels  there  would  be  a stronger 
argument  regarding  the  impact  on  children  and  social  behavior  as  a way  to  deter  cell  phone  use.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  she  would  like  to  show  the  Commission  draft  language  that  is  being  developed  in 
consultation  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  She  explained  that  ninety-five  percent  of  the  material 
that  will  be  handed  out  and  being  developed  is  on  headset  use,  texting,  and  behavioral  ways  to  reduce 
exposure.  The  material  is  respectful  of  the  state  of  the  science  at  this  time. 

7.  Resolution  approving  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Integrated  Pest  Management’s  2010 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List.  Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Speaker:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D., 
Green  Purchasing  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Documents:  2010  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  and 
Draft  Resolution  File  2010-04-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Dr.  Chris  Geiger  stated  that  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  for  City  properties  is  brought  to  the 
Commission  annually  to  approve  and  is  included  in  the  packet.  It  lists  all  of  the  changes  that  were  made 
since  last  year's  list.  The  list  is  legislated  under  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Ordinance  that  a 
list  be  kept  of  approved  pesticide  products  for  City  properties.  He  explained  that  the  number  of  pesticide 
products  on  this  list  is  not  a performance  measure,  it  is  a toolbox--the  performance  measure  is  how  much 
is  used.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  two  products  were  added  to  the  list  and  five  removed,  the  most  notable 
one  removed  being  gopher  baits  that  are  being  discontinued  on  City  properties  because  the  evidence 
shows  that  they  do  not  work  well  enough  to  justify  their  use.  There  is  also  some  possibility  of  secondary 
toxicity  to  raptors  that  data  is  mixed  on,  but  the  fact  that  it  does  not  work  well  enough  warrants  taking  it  off 
the  list.  He  explained  that  formulations  of  products  are  constantly  changing.  Another  new  product  is  a 
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least  toxic  product  that  is  being  used  on  golf  courses  that  will  reduce  the  use  of  some  of  the  more  toxic 
products. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  major  changes  in  the  language  for  restrictions  on  product  use  for  second 
generation  rodenticides  that  would  require  that  a significant  public  health  hazard  exist  for  its  use  in 
commercial  establishments.  He  explained  that  this  came  to  their  attention  because  of  the  death  of  seagulls 
along  the  waterfront  and  the  discovery  of  this  kind  of  rodenticide  in  those  seagulls.  The  language  was 
clarified  to  ensure  that  everything  was  being  done  in  order  to  restrict  use  of  those  products.  With  the 
Commission’s  approval,  the  2010  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  would  be  in  effect  for  the  next  year. 

Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  heard  reports  about  commercial  establishments 
using  some  of  the  products  that  are  not  on  the  approved  list  and  asked  what  sort  of  enforcement  was 
available,  especially  with  restaurants  along  the  waterfront  where  the  rodenticide  boxes  have  been 
observed.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  staff  talks  to  the  Port  on  a regular  basis  about  their  leased  properties. 
There  was  discussion  with  the  properties  in  question  about  the  restrictions  on  the  product.  They  were 
cooperative  and  indicated  they  would  not  use  the  product.  There  was  a public  health  concern  for  one  of  the 
properties  which  allowed  them  to  use  the  product,  but  there  was  less  of  a public  health  concern  for  the 
other.  He  stated  that  it  is  difficult  to  get  in  touch  with  all  leased  properties  but  staff  is  doing  their  best. 
Commissioner  Mok  inquired  about  how  the  restrictions  would  apply  to  new  leaseholders.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
that  the  IPM  Ordinance  applies  to  any  lease  newer  thanl 996. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Jamie  Ray  thanked  the  Department  for  their  work  on  reducing  pesticide  use  in 
particularly  in  regards  to  second  generation  anticoagulant  rodenticides.  She  requested  that  the 
Department  include  another  poison  on  the  list  (name  unclear).  She  stated  that  there  are  other  places  such 
as  the  San  Francisco  Zoo  and  parks  on  City  and  County  property  that  do  use  rodent  poisons  around  the 
property  and  around  garbage  cans  and  no  public  health  hazard  exists.  She  inquired  what  can  be  done 
with  enforcement  in  those  areas. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.,  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  2010  Reduced  Risk 
Pesticide  List  was  approved  without  objection.  (AYES:  Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis, 
Commissioners  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Tuchow;  NOES:  None;  Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Martin,  and 
Wald).  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Resolution  and  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List) 

8.  Resolution  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  to  change  the  meeting 
location  of  the  Operations  Committee  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  to 
City  Hall,  Room  421.  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  (Presentation  time:  5 minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-03-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Commission  Vice- 
President  Gravanis  motioned  to  approve  the  Resolution.  There  was  no  second.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the 
reason  for  the  Resolution  is  because  she  feels  there  is  not  adequate  meeting  space  accessible  to  the 
public  at  11  Grove  Street.  The  Resolution  was  not  approved. 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Committee  Appointments.  Speaker:  President  Matt  Tuchow 
(Discussion  and  Action).  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow  appointed  Commissioners  Pelosi  Jr., 
Gravanis  and  Wald  to  the  Policy  Committee  and  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok  and  Tuchow  to  the 
Operations  Committee. 

10.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Review  of  the  agenda  for  the  April  21,2010  meeting.  Commission  President  T uchow 
appointed  Commissioner  Mok  as  Chair.  Operations  Committee  Chair  Mok  stated  that  the  April  21,  2010 
meeting  agenda  has  not  been  established  at  this  time,  but  will  be  worked  on. 
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11.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  February  22  and  March  8,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  April  12,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421.  Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis 
reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  February  meeting  discussed  the  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  Sustainability  Plan  and  at  their  March  meeting  discussed  the  outreach  survey  that  was  sent 
to  environmental  groups,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  soccer  field  issue,  and  an  update  on  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan. 

12.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  stated  that  Commissioners  have  in  their  packet  a written  update  on  current  environmental 
legislation  since  the  last  meeting  and  all  correspondence  received.  She  asked  Commissioners  to  pay 
particular  attention  to  a request  by  the  Mayor’s  Office  to  fill  out  the  Commissioner  Appointment  form  and 
submit  it  back  to  the  Mayor’s  Office  by  April  1 . She  brought  to  the  Commissioner’s  attention  a memo  from 
the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  stating  that  their  Board  would  be  voting  on  March  3 whether  to 
eliminate  free  parking  privileges  for  all  Commissioners.  She  would  provide  an  update  once  it  is  received. 

13.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Acting  Director 
Assmann  reported  that  a written  report  has  been  provided.  There  was  no  further  discussion  at  this  time. 

14.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  President’s  announcements 
at  this  time. 

16.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  the  Director  Search  Committee  may  be  providing  recommendations  to  the 
Commission  at  their  May  25  meeting  on  candidates  for  the  position  of  Department  Director. 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Denise  D’Anne  suggested  that  an  audit  be  prepared  on  how  material  is  used  in  the  City  and  waste. 

She  stated  that  she  has  spent  ten  years  of  her  career  with  the  City’s  Department  of  Human  Services  where 
she  saved  millions  of  dollars  because  she  found  ways  to  reduce  waste  and  encourage  more  efficient 
operations.  She  reported  on  the  paper  waste  in  the  City  from  printing  on  one  side  of  the  paper  and  the 
variation  in  paper  use  in  countries  such  as  the  United  States,  Europe  and  Africa,  with  the  United  States  as 
the  leader  in  paper  use.  She  discussed  the  proposed  chopping  down  of  sixty  trees  for  the  soccer  filed 
project  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  how  the  replacement  trees  would  not  do  the  job  of  sequestering  carbon. 

is.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:50  p.m. 
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The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  T uesday,  May  25,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  at 
City  Hall,  Room  416. 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 
website  at  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 
included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish&sfc/ov.  or  a. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved: 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice- 

President),  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:20  p.m. 

Present:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok  and  Pelosi  Jr.  Excused: 
Commissioners  King,  Martin  and  Wald. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  January  26,  2010  Commission  Regular  Meeting  and  February  25,  2010 
Commission  Retreat  Special  Meeting.  (Explanatory  Documents:  January  26,  2010  and  February  25, 
2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  and  second  by 
Vice-President  Gravanis,  the  January  26  and  February  25,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without 
objection.  (AYES:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok  and  Pelosi  Jr.; 
Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Martin  and  Wald) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Mr.  Francisco  DaCosta,  Director,  Environmental  Justice  Advocacy,  stated  that  he  is  in  attendance  at  the 
meeting  to  discuss  the  pollution  in  the  southeast  sector  of  the  city,  which  he  feels  that  the  Department 
should  play  an  important  role  in.  Fie  discussed  the  upcoming  Flunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point 
Plan  that  he  believes  will  have  adverse  effects  on  the  neighborhood  and  which  he  believes  the  Department 
has  not  provided  their  input  into,  e.g.  the  creation  of  30,000  units,  the  citing  of  a PG&E  plant,  and  toxic  soil 
that  would  be  disposed  of  using  trucks  that  will  travel  to  the  community.  He  stated  that  the  Mayor  has 
been  advertising  that  San  Francisco  is  a green  city  and  has  one  of  the  best  results  in  its  carbon  footprint. 
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He  provided  a document  that  he  compiled  listing  San  Francisco’s  carbon  footprint  data  to  the 
Commissioners  on  waste,  energy,  transportation  and  carbon  dioxide.  He  asked  that  the  Department  and 
Commissioners  take  an  important  role  in  the  quality  of  life  issues  in  the  Bayview  neighborhood. 

Ms.  Denise  D’Anne  asked  the  Department  and  Commission  to  work  toward  banning  Styrofoam  packaging 
material  which  she  stated  causes  ozone  depletion  and  is  taking  up  space  in  the  landfill.  She  stated  that 
she  has  spent  a lot  of  time  writing  letters  to  the  Department,  Commission,  Board  of  Supervisors,  and 
newspapers  to  work  toward  this  effort. 

4.  Approval  of  Resolution  supporting  requests  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Preservation  Alliance  and  the 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department’s  Major  Environmental 
Analysis  Unit  to  conduct  an  environmental  review  for  the  Beach  Chalet  Soccer  Fields  Project  at 
Golden  Gate  Park.  Speaker:  Mike  Lynes,  Conservation  Chair,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Policy  Committee  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-02-COE,  Golden  Gate  Preservation 
Alliance  and  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  Informational  Documents  and  Letters  of  Support)  (Discussion 
and  Action) 

Mr.  Mike  Lynes  stated  that  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  has  approximately  10,000  members  and 
supporters  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  and  focuses  mainly  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  conservation.  He 
asked  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  support  the  preparation  of  a California  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  Beach  Chalet  synthetic  turf  conversion  project  in  order  to  insure  full  disclosure 
of  all  the  impacts  before  the  project  goes  forward,  to  address  all  alternatives  and  mitigations,  and  to  insure 
that  the  process  is  transparent  and  the  public  is  fully  informed  about  this  change  to  the  City’s  most 
significant  park.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  supports  continued  athletic  activity  and 
organized  recreational  sports  at  Beach  Chalet  and  in  other  parts  of  the  City  and  believes  strongly  that 
people  should  be  getting  out  and  exercising  and  enjoying  the  outdoors.  He  stated  that  it  is  not  their  intent 
to  clamp  down  on  organized  sports  in  the  City,  but  noted  that  the  problem  is  with  the  process  that  has 
occurred  so  far.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  an  EIR  is  based  on  science  and  fact  and  has  to  be  able  to 
withstand  public  scrutiny.  The  EIR  and  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  insures  that  decision 
makers  and  the  public  are  informed  before  a project  starts  and  inflicts  permanent  negative  effects  on  the 
environment. 

Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  the  Beach  Chalet  project  will  have  significant  negative  environmental  impacts  that 
include  replacement  of  trees  and  several  acres  of  naturally  growing  grass  with  artificial  turf  that  reduces 
foraging  for  many  birds  and  other  species,  reduction  of  trees,  and  significant  increase  in  human  use  from 
the  additional  soccer  fields.  By  increasing  human  use,  you  increase  environmental  impacts  to  the  local 
environment.  Increased  use  not  only  disturbs  wildlife  directly,  it  results  in  additional  trash,  human  food 
waste  that  increases  predators  such  as  ravens  and  crows  which  are  already  on  the  rise  in  the  City. 

Finally  the  project  includes  the  installation  of  lights  which  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  environment.  Mr. 
Lynes  included  a bibliography  of  scientific  references  that  addresses  the  impact  on  wildlife  from  lights.  The 
project  will  have  effects  on  nesting,  foraging,  migratory  behavior  and  increase  predation  of  local  birds  and 
wildlife.  An  EIR  would  provide  understanding,  mitigate  or  avoid  those  impacts  and  include  a study  of  the 
ecological  effects.  He  stated  that  the  natural  environment  is  shrinking  in  the  City.  The  western  end  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  was  intended  to  be  more  wild  and  sylvan.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  is  the  environmental  conscience  for  the  City  and  asked  that  they  approve  the  Resolution 
requesting  that  an  EIR  be  prepared  for  this  project. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  there  is  a standard  that  has  been  set  that  the  Commission  can  reference 
to  determine  how  this  project  would  fit  into  the  category  of  requiring  an  EIR.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  an  EIR 
has  not  been  done  for  any  artificial  turf  project  to  date.  He  stated  that  there  has  been  an  attempt  to  fit  all 
these  projects  under  a CEQA  exemption  which  may  apply  in  some  cases,  but  not  this  particular  one. 
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Golden  Gate  Audubon  is  not  challenging  all  of  the  conversions  that  were  made,  understands  the  need  for 
greater  athletic  fields,  and  that  there  are  places  that  may  be  more  appropriate  for  synthetic  turf.  Mr.  Lynes 
stated  that  legally,  an  EIR  is  at  Planning  Department’s  discretion,  but  that  it  would  be  an  abuse  of  their 
discretion  if  they  decided  an  EIR  was  not  necessary  because  there  will  be  adverse  environmental  impacts. 
The  Planning  Department  has  not  made  a determination  yet. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  there  are  other  steps  that  could  be  taken  in  place  of  an  EIR  that  may  be 
more  cost-effective.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  no,  that  other  mechanisms  would  take  away  what  an  EIR  insures. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  inquired  why  an  EIR  has  not  been  done  on  every  park  conversion  project.  Mr. 
Lynes  stated  that  this  very  large  project  has  more  of  an  environmental  impact  and  is  located  in  a more 
ecologically  sensitive  area  in  the  city.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  it  is  in  the  Planning 
Department’s  jurisdiction  to  make  the  decision  whether  to  do  an  EIR.  Mr.  Lynes  stated  that  the 
Commission  should  act  in  their  advisory  capacity  and  guardians  of  the  environment  to  take  up  this  issue 
because  it  is  a large  project  in  an  ecologically  sensitive  area  that  will  have  environmental  impacts. 

Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  heard  testimony  at  their  March  8 meeting  and 
approved  the  Resolution  before  the  Commission.  She  stated  that  CEQA  is  a state  law  that  the  City  has  to 
follow  and  contains  guidelines  that  would  help  answer  Commissioner  Pelosi’s  questions.  There  is  a list  of 
exemptions  in  those  guidelines  as  well  as  the  kinds  of  projects  that  don’t  have  to  be  considered  for  an  EIR, 
Negative  Declaration  or  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration.  One  of  the  exemptions  is  that  if  it  is  a minor 
alteration  to  an  existing  facility  that  is  not  going  to  increase  significantly  in  usage,  then  it  is  categorically 
exempt  and  you  don’t  have  to  ask  whether  it  would  require  an  EIR.  Some  of  those  conversion  projects  may 
qualify  for  that  exemption.  However,  this  project  is  clearly  going  to  increase  usage,  which  is  part  of  the 
purpose  of  the  project,  so  it  is  not  just  a minor  alteration,  and  the  City  Attorney  has  spoken  to  that  effect. 
The  Commission  is  now  faced  with  whether  the  project  needs  a full  EIR,  Negative  Declaration,  or  Mitigated 
Declaration.  The  Policy  Committee  recommended  that  the  Commission  advise  the  Planning  Department 
to  do  a full  EIR. 

Ms.  Jones,  Senior  Environmental  Planner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  Major  Environmental 
Analysis  (MEA)  Division,  stated  that  the  MEA  Division  has  the  authority  under  Chapter  31  of  the 
Administrative  Code  to  implement  the  requirements  of  CEQA.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  what  the 
environmental  review  process  would  be  in  this  particular  case.  Ms.  Jones  stated  that  a few  years  ago, 
there  were  a series  of  soccer  field  conversions  from  grass  to  artificial  turf  that  were  reviewed  together,  and 
an  exemption  was  granted  for  a number  of  them.  What  happens  under  CEQA  is  that  there  is  a mechanism 
to  appeal  any  environmental  determination  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  In  this  particular  case,  there  was 
an  effort  to  appeal  the  determination  with  regards  to  this  particular  field.  That  appeal  was  not  timely  as 
there  was  not  any  approval  action  on  this  project.  Originally,  the  project  had  been  exempted  from 
environmental  review.  At  this  point,  these  issues  had  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  MEA  Division, 
and  studies  are  being  conducted  about  the  issues.  Considering  potential  environmental  issues  of  all 
projects  and  the  public  process  has  an  important  place  in  terms  of  raising  issues  that  would  not  otherwise 
be  known.  In  granting  an  exemption,  the  need  to  consider  potential  for  any  significant  environmental 
effects  is  required. 

Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  addressed  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.’s  concerns  and  referenced  the  Precautionary 
Principle  as  the  reason  to  vote  for  a full  EIR.  She  stated  that  the  Commission  is  the  appropriate  body  to 
make  this  recommendation,  and  it  is  the  time  and  place  for  a review.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  this 
Commission  and  Department  have  been  created  to  protect  Golden  Gate  Park,  which  is  about  to  be 
impacted.  It  is  a historic  site  that  has  been  registered  in  the  Washington  D.C.  National  Register,  and  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  insures  that  its  wild  nature  should  be  protected.  She  urged  the 
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Commission  to  side  with  public  transparency  and  process  and  vote  for  the  Planning  Department  to  conduct 
a full  EIR. 

Mr.  Neil  Morgan-Butcher  stated  that  he  is  a native  San  Franciscan  whose  daughter  played  in  the  soccer 
league  and  is  an  environmental  engineer  with  20  + years  of  experience.  He  stated  that  he  has  reviewed 
this  project  and  feels  that  Mr.  Lynes’  comments  about  the  significance  of  the  impacts  are  his  opinion  and 
not  based  on  scientific  principle.  He  stated  that  no  significant  impact  has  been  established  for  this  project. 
Mr.  Butcher  discussed  health  concerns  raised  about  breathing  in  tire  particles  or  vapors,  which  he  believes 
the  ocean  breeze  would  be  a mitigating  factor  for  exposure.  He  stated  that  the  concern  should  be  more 
with  roadways  from  when  cars  are  driving,  not  from  something  sitting  on  the  ground.  He  stated  that  this 
particular  area  is  a small  and  unobtrusive  part  of  the  park. 

Ms.  Shelli  Meneghetti,  San  Francisco  resident,  parent  and  coach  of  three  daughters  and  their  teams  who 
play  soccer  in  San  Francisco  with  the  Viking  soccer  league.  She  stated  that  environmental  stewardship 
begins  with  children  developing  an  appreciation  of  the  great  outdoors  through  sports  or  other  types  of 
activities.  The  issues  raised  by  some  are  important.  The  organization  behind  the  Beach  Chalet  renovation 
and  the  City  have  more  than  mindfully  researched  the  best  and  safest  practices  and  have  been  more  than 
responsible  about  how  to  best  go  about  the  project.  For  example,  questions  were  raised  about  disposal  of 
the  field  after  its  10-year  life.  The  turf  use  for  the  proposed  project  will  be  recyclable  and  inline  with  San 
Francisco’s  strict  recycling  policies.  Questions  were  raised  about  the  tree  removal  and  proposed 
renovation.  The  proposal  is  to  not  only  replace  all  of  the  trees  that  were  removed,  but  to  replace  them  with 
new  trees  with  greater  replacement  numbers  than  removal.  Both  these  examples  demonstrate  strong 
commitments  to  respecting  and  improving  the  environment.  This  project  will  be  a significant  benefit  for  the 
San  Francisco  community  and  further  better  our  collective  living  experience.  Ms.  Meneghetti  presented 
the  Commission  with  a list  of  letters  of  support  for  the  project. 

Mr.  Jim  Ketchum,  High  School  athletic  director,  stated  that  he  has  been  the  head  of  the  San  Francisco 
Little  League  for  five  years,  founded  the  Coalition  of  Youth  Sports,  has  been  a field  advocate  for  Youth  of 
the  City,  a member  of  Presidio  Trust  Restoration  Society,  and  of  the  Audubon  Society.  He  stated  that  he 
cares  a lot  about  environmental  issues.  Mr.  Ketchum  asked  the  Commission  to  vote  no  on  this  proposal. 
He  stated  that  there  are  15  schools  driving  their  kids  to  the  Crocker  facility  30  minutes  across  town.  This 
project  would  dramatically  reduce  the  number  of  cars  driving  that  distance  and  is  needed  in  the  north  side 
of  the  city.  Mr.  Ketchum  stated  that  he  manages  a field  in  the  Presidio,  and  that  field  goes  through  multiple 
treatments  every  year  with  pesticides  and  weed  killers,  chemicals  that  the  Presidio  is  concerned  about. 
Artificial  turf  would  eliminate  the  use  of  these  chemicals.  Leading  educational  institutions  such  as  Stanford 
and  Cal  have  studied  artificial  surface  fields  and  have  found  no  controversy  in  this  product. 

Ms.  Corrine  Moya,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  she  is  in  support  of  the  Beach  Chalet  fields’ 
renovation  project.  She  is  a member  of  the  Executive  Board  of  the  Golden  Gate  Women’s  Soccer  League 
and  youth  soccer  referee.  The  Golden  Gate  Women  have  over  a 1000  players  in  their  league  and  often 
have  to  play  at  the  Beach  Chalet  fields.  Many  player  injuries  have  occurred  during  games  due  to  field 
conditions.  The  proposed  field  improvements  would  keep  players  safe  from  injury.  Due  to  the  lack  of 
sufficient  soccer  fields  in  San  Francisco,  many  teams  have  to  find  alternate  fields  to  play  and  practice  and 
have  to  travel  across  the  bay  to  the  north,  east  and  south  bay.  Increased  travel  means  increased  carbon 
emissions,  pollution,  and  greenhouse  gases,  which  counters  San  Francisco’s  goal  of  being  a sustainable 
city.  As  a citizen  of  San  Francisco,  she  would  like  to  see  the  city  support  its  need  for  safe  and  adequate 
recreation. 

Ms.  Deidre  Appel,  San  Francisco  resident  and  project  manager  for  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC), 
stated  that  she  works  with  the  PUC’s  Water  Supply  Improvement  Program  (WSIP)  and  has  had  the 
opportunity  to  go  through  a number  of  design  projects  and  the  EIR  process.  The  WSIP  program  has 
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developed  a number  of  very  aggressive  water  conservation  levels  of  service  for  the  program.  Putting  turf 
fields  in  San  Francisco  Silver  Terrace  has  decreased  water  usage  by  3000  gallons  per  day,  over  one 
million  gallons  per  year.  Speaking  as  a soccer  mom,  she  asked  the  Commission  not  to  support  this 
particular  resolution.  She  stated  that  the  Planning  Department  has  a full  and  rigorous  program  for  finding 
projects  to  go  through  a Categorical  Exemption,  a Mitigated  Negative  Declaration,  or  the  entire  EIR 
process.  She  does  not  see  how  this  project  because  of  its  location  in  Golden  Gate  Park  could  be  any 
different  than  projects  at  Crocker  Amazon  or  Silver  Terrace. 

Mr.  Kelley  Watts  stated  that  he  is  a soccer  player  in  San  Francisco.  He  stated  that  tires  contain  a variety 
of  carcinogens  and  hazardous  materials  in  unregulated  and  unquantifiable  amounts  including  but  not 
limited  to  arsenic,  benzene,  zinc,  mercury  and  lead.  In  the  United  States,  tires  are  stored  intact  in 
government-regulated  storage  facilities  to  prevent  the  public  from  exposure  to  off-gassing  and  leech  aids. 
These  landfills  contain  tires  from  all  over  the  world  that  includes  countries  with  questionable  health 
standards.  A common  misperception  of  synthetic  field  claims  is  that  green  technology  is  being  used 
because  of  the  use  of  recycled  tires  when  actually  tires  are  removed  and  pulverized  into  small  particles 
and  dust  including  the  inner  lining  sidewall  and  thread.  The  average  soccer  field  uses  40,000  tires,  which 
amounts  to  400  tons.  The  Beach  Chalet  complex  will  require  over  four  million  pounds,  and  the  material  will 
need  to  be  removed  and  replaced  every  eight  years.  City  Fields  and  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  (SFRPD)  are  rushing  these  fields  into  construction  knowing  that  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  is  currently  reviewing  safety  and  health  concerns.  The  State  of 
California  has  passed  SB1277  calling  for  an  investigation,  but  the  California  Department  of  Health  Hazard 
Assessment,  California  Department  of  Public  Health,  and  Waste  Management  Reports  are  outstanding. 

Ms.  Betty  Hartoc,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  she  wholeheartedly  supports  the  Beach  Chalet 
athletic  field  renovation.  She  is  the  President  of  the  Northern  California  Junior  Lacrosse  Association  and 
has  five  member  clubs  in  San  Francisco  who  use  city  fields.  Her  greatest  concern  is  for  the  availability  of 
safe  and  accessible  fields.  She  discussed  the  need  to  look  outside  the  city  for  practice  fields  and  stated 
that  currently  teams  have  to  travel  to  Treasure  Island  during  commute  hours,  which  results  in  more  cars  on 
the  road.  The  essential  footprint  and  alignment  of  the  fields  is  essentially  as  it  has  been  for  75  years,  so 
the  project  would  not  make  that  big  of  a difference  in  terms  of  the  footprint,  but  would  make  a big 
difference  in  its  use. 

Mr.  Richard  Romano,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  is  a long-time  walker  in  Golden  Gate  Park 
who  feels  that  the  essence  of  the  park  is  being  destroyed.  He  stated  that  one  of  the  great 
environmentalists  was  John  McLaren  who  worked  so  hard  to  plant  grass  in  the  park  and  would  be  very 
angry  if  he  knew  that  it  would  be  replaced  with  tires.  Mr.  Romano  stated  that  the  Commission  is  an 
environmental  group  that  should  not  be  supporting  this  type  of  project. 

Mr.  Francisco  DaCosta  discussed  the  process  that  should  be  taken.  He  stated  that  the  Commission  Policy 
Committee  listened  to  constituents  and  came  before  the  Commission  with  a Resolution,  which  is  not 
binding.  The  Commissioners  should  be  following  the  Precautionary  Principle.  There  are  a number  of 
artificial  turf  fields  in  the  city  that  are  toxic  and  were  bypassed  for  environmental  review.  The  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  accepted  that  this  field  would  be  used  for  ten  years  without  any  knowledge  of  who 
would  provide  maintenance  after  that  time.  Mr.  DaCosta  stated  that  the  city  needs  natural  grass  and  not 
artificial  fields  that  would  adversely  impact  nature.  That  is  why  the  City  has  the  EIR  and  CEQA  rules  and 
regulations  that  it  has  to  follow. 

Dr.  Elliot  Katz,  Veterinarian,  founder  of  an  organization  that  co-sponsors  the  Ethnic  Dance  Festival  with  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  and  President-Founder  of  In  Defense  of  Animals.  He  explained  that  one  of  the 
missions  of  Defense  of  Animals  is  to  protect  the  well-being  and  habitat  of  other  species  He  expressed  his 
support  for  the  concerns  of  the  Audubon  Society.  He  stated  that  he  has  heard  the  praise  “it’s  not  going  to 
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make  that  much  of  a difference”  and  before  you  know  it  you  have  wiped  out  species  and  natural  habitats. 
That  is  happening  right  now  by  the  arrogance  of  human  beings  over  the  well  being  of  others. 

Ms.  Mary  Anne  Miller,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  San  Francisco  resident  stated  that  she  is  a long-time  park 
user.  She  stated  that  the  west  end  of  the  park  has  been  neglected  for  many  years  and  will  suddenly  be  a 
site  of  artificial  turf  that  will  pave  over  part  of  the  park  so  that  it  is  almost  like  Candlestick  Park.  She  stated 
that  the  EIR  is  a friend,  it  does  not  take  sides,  it  is  objective,  and  removes  the  pros  and  cons.  It  considers 
only  for  the  facts  and  if  the  wrong  facts  come  forward,  it  is  an  impartial  report  that  helps  decision-makers  in 
reaching  a fair  decision. 

Ms.  Jamie  Ray,  San  Francisco  Wildlife  Rehabilitation,  stated  that  the  question  is  not  about  whether  soccer 
fields  are  needed--it  is  about  the  environmental  issues.  There  have  been  references  to  the  Precautionary 
Principle  which  is  important.  When  you  have  grass  that  has  ground  up  rubber  tire  on  top  of  it,  there  are 
questions  that  a variety  of  government  bodies  should  look  into.  She  discussed  the  possible  adverse 
effects  on  birds  that  may  consume  the  rubber  tire  that  may  not  have  an  immediate  effect.  She  stated  that 
a review  should  be  made  of  providing  better  drainage  to  allow  more  playing  time  on  the  current  field  and  to 
employ  turf  specialists  to  take  care  of  the  field. 

Mr.  Eric  Hanson,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  is  in  favor  of  the  project.  He  stated  that  he  has  a 
background  in  environmental  science  and  has  come  to  recognize  most  projects  as  a series  of  tradeoffs. 

Mr.  Hanson  stated  that  the  positives  of  the  environmental  effects  far  outweigh  the  negatives,  such  as 
reduced  water  use,  no  pesticide  use,  reduced  carbon  emissions  from  lack  of  maintenance  equipment 
necessary  for  the  grass  field,  and  reduced  carbon  emissions  from  reduced  trips.  What  could  be  greener 
than  using  a tire  that  has  to  be  landfilled?  He  stated  that  research  has  shown  that  tires  would  be  safe  to 
use  on  the  field. 

Mr.  Robert  van  Ravenswaay,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  has  concerns  about  this  project.  The 
focus  should  be  on  the  fact  that  Golden  Gate  Park  has  an  approved  Master  Plan  that  this  project  seems  to 
be  avoiding.  The  western  end  of  the  park  is  supposed  to  be  more  natural  than  the  east  end.  By  replacing 
landscape  with  hardscape  and  essentially  tripling  the  usage  of  fields,  it  creates  a situation  in  the  west  end 
to  be  similar  to  the  eastern  end  and  changes  the  plan  for  the  park.  The  plan  park  calls  for  closing  streets 
in  the  area  that  won’t  fit  in  with  the  traffic  brought  in  with  the  changes.  These  changes  have  to  be  explored 
with  the  environmental  review  process  that  has  not  been  explored  so  far.  He  requested  that  there  be  a 
focus  on  these  issues. 

Ms.  Pam  Hemphill,  Commission  on  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission,  presented  the  Commission 
with  a letter  from  the  Commission’s  meeting  on  January  14  when  they  voted  to  unanimously  support  a full 
EIR.  She  stated  that  the  impact  on  birds  and  wildlife  mammals  is  large  in  that  area  of  the  park,  and  it 
should  receive  attention.  She  stated  that  no  one  has  been  paying  attention  to  the  paving  of  all  of  these 
areas.  She  stated  that  she  wonders  how  many  acres  have  been  paved  at  the  time  of  climate  crisis  when 
plastic  is  a lot  hotter  than  grass,  and  how  many  more  are  on  the  agenda. 

Mr.  Paul  Koski,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  he  enjoys  Golden  Gate  Park  and  is  concerned  about 
the  proposed  project.  He  stated  that  he  supports  an  EIR.  He  stated  that  the  standard  to  use  which 
Commissioner  Pelosi  expressed  his  concern  about,  is  that  the  project  is  of  a large  size  and  scope.  Mr. 
Koski  stated  that  an  EIR  would  be  a friend  of  the  Commission  and  is  a way  to  go  forward  to  determine  if 
the  project  is  suitable  for  the  area.  This  type  of  project  may  be  more  suitable  in  another  area  of  the  city. 

Mr.  Terry  Milne,  member  of  Bernal  Heights  Tree  Committee,  urged  that  the  Commission  approve  the 
Resolution  to  conduct  an  environmental  review  of  the  project.  He  expressed  his  concerned  about  the 
urban  forest  and  green  cover  that  is  represented  by  the  trees  at  the  west  end  of  the  park.  An  Arborist 
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report  leads  him  to  believe  that  they  will  cut  down  60  trees  and  replace  them  with  smaller  and  younger 
trees  that  do  not  mitigate  the  air  as  mature  trees  do.  Asking  for  an  environmental  review  is  not  asking  to 
get  rid  of  soccer  fields  because  they  are  needed,  but  is  asking  for  the  correct  mitigations  and  alternatives  if 
they  are  going  to  cut  down  60  trees. 

Mr.  Ric  Olivas,  President  of  California  Soccer  Association  North,  stated  that  the  association  represents 
2000+  adult  players  and  3000  or  more  youth  players  that  use  the  park  in  San  Francisco.  One  of  the  real 
issues  that  should  be  looked  at  is  the  number  of  injuries  that  are  sustained  by  all  players,  boys,  girls,  men 
and  women  because  these  fields  are  not  being  maintained.  He  stated  that  he  is  against  the  EIR  but  would 
be  in  support  if  there  was  a way  to  get  rid  of  the  gophers  that  he  believes  causes  environmental  problems. 
Mr.  Olivas  stated  that  the  last  time  Beach  Chalet  was  renovated  was  because  a ten-year  old  boy  broke  his 
tibia,  a compound  fracture,  and  Recreation  and  Park  Department  decided  to  finally  closed  Beach  Chalet  to 
repair  all  of  the  pot  holes  and  gopher  holes. 

Ms.  Katherine  Howard,  San  Francisco  Ocean  Edge,  stated  that  this  is  a fantastic  discussion  and  hearing  of 
all  of  the  different  sides  of  the  questions  as  to  why  an  EIR  is  needed.  She  is  a landscape  architect  and  can 
counter  all  of  the  objectives  raised  today  and  can  discuss  reasons  why  this  project  is  not  a good  idea.  She 
stated  that  she  is  gathering  support  for  an  EIR  and  showed  half  of  the  letters  from  residents  that  are 
concerned  about  the  project.  There  is  also  support  for  an  EIR  from  15  organizations,  including  50 
neighborhood  groups  that  are  concerned  about  this  project.  There  are  1500  signatures  of  people  who  are 
worried  about  this  project.  She  stated  that  she  has  full  confidence  that  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  would  ask  for  EIR  in  order  to  give  everyone  an  open  and  accountable  process  to  talk  about 
their  concerns. 

Mr.  K.C.  Charlagh,  San  Francisco  resident  and  soccer  player,  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  has  had  to  close  the  fields  on  many  days  because  of  precipitation  which  caused  games  to  be 
cancelled.  He  stated  that  artificial  turf  is  needed  because  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  does  not 
have  the  man  power  to  fix  the  fields  when  they  are  wet.  He  discussed  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission  hearing  on  this  topic  that  included  representation  by  27,000  kids  that  were  for  the  project. 

This  number  shows  that  there  is  so  much  will  for  the  project  to  go  through  because  it  will  make  a significant 
difference  for  recreation  in  the  city  and  provides  an  outlet  for  kids  to  go  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  Thor  Swift,  Sunset  District  resident  and  father  of  two  kids,  stated  that  he  supports  his  children  and  their 
right  to  play  in  the  park.  He  stated  that  people  are  treating  the  Beach  Chalet  fields  as  a natural 
environment.  Grass  does  not  naturally  grow  there.  That  is  why  it  has  to  be  watered  and  tended.  As  he 
understands  history,  the  area  was  sand  dunes  before  the  grass  was  planted,  so  nature  is  not  being  saved. 
If  you  are  worried  about  tires,  worry  about  the  cars.  People  are  driving  their  cars  to  Crocker  Amazon  to  get 
kids  to  practice.  He  stated  that  he  could  walk  to  Beach  Chalet.  Mr.  Swift  stated  that  the  pros  of  the  project 
outweigh  the  cons. 

Mr.  Greg  Miller,  San  Francisco  resident,  supports  the  Resolution  to  request  an  EIR  because  it  is  simply 
asking  the  Commission  as  environmental  stewards  in  the  city  to  remind  City  government  that  they  need  to 
obey  state  law.  State  law  dictates  when  an  EIR  needs  to  be  done.  He  feels  that  the  public  process  so  far 
has  been  pathetic  and  can  list  specific  instances  of  inadequacy.  Mr.  Miller  stated  that  the  process  requires 
further  discussion  and  examination  of  the  alternatives.  Golden  Gate  Park  is  a premiere  park  in  the  region. 
This  project  would  rip  out  the  western  end  and  replace  it  with  concrete,  plastic,  and  gravel.  The  City  must 
do  better  for  its  children  in  terms  of  athletics  and  set  an  example  of  environmental  stewardship.  What 
lesson  are  we  trying  to  teach  the  children? 

Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Resolution  is  not  about  saying  yes  or  no  to  the  project 
and  is  not  about  comparing  the  pros  and  cons,  or  deciding  that  the  environmental  problems  outweigh  the 
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good-it  is  only  to  say  that  we  need  the  benefit  of  full  information  by  asking  for  an  EIR.  Commission 
President  Tuchow  stated  that  he  appreciates  the  diversity  in  the  public’s  point  of  view  and  that  there  have 
been  many  good  points  raised.  He  is  concerned  that  procedurally,  the  Charter  requirements  for  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  prohibit  it  from  making  land-use  recommendations,  and  this  issue  could 
be  considered  land-use.  He  stated  that  he  understands  arguments  that  the  Commission  has  an  obligation 
to  the  environment,  and  there  have  been  a diversity  of  opinions  whether  the  project  is  pro-environment  or 
not.  Commissioner  Mok  stated  that  asking  for  a full  review  would  not  mean  that  the  Commission  is  against 
the  project. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  motioned  to  adopt  Resolution  File  2010-02-COE,  second  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis  (AYES:  Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Mok  and  Pelosi  Jr.;  NOES: 
Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Martin,  and  Wald).  The  Resolution 
did  not  pass. 

5.  Landfill  Search  Update.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Matt  Tuchow,  Speakers:  David  Assmann,  Deputy 
Director  (Presentation  Time:  5 minutes)  and  Thomas  Owen,  Deputy  City  Attorney  (Presentation  Time:  5 
minutes)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  for  Landfill  Disposal  Capacity;  Landfill 
RFP  Scoring  Reviews;  Memo  to  Commission  Landfill  Search  Chronology;  Request  for  Qualifications, 

Public  Comment)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  the  Commission  has  an  obligation  to  ensure  that  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  obtains  the  best  landfill  contract.  It  is  important  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
process,  that  there  is  public  participation,  and  that  it  is  a fair  and  transparent  process  with  public 
participation.  At  the  same  time,  the  Commission  cannot  violate  those  laws  and  regulations  that  require  the 
confidentiality  of  the  contracting  process.  He  reported  that  Commissioners  received  two  letters,  one 
addressed  to  Acting  Director  David  Assmann  and  the  other  addressed  to  the  Commission  President, 
Commissioners,  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  about  a company  that  was  not  selected  as  a finalist  for  this 
contract.  Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  the  letters  contained  allegations  that  gave  him  reason 
to  request  a report  from  the  Acting  Director  and  Deputy  City  Attorney  to  make  sure  that  the  integrity  of  the 
process  was  being  maintained.  He  explained  that  the  Commission  has  oversight  responsibility,  but  is  not 
involved  in  the  contracting  process  details,  but  wants  to  make  sure  it  is  a fair  process. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  the  general  allegations  were  that  there  was  a change  to  the 
scope  in  the  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  and  that  there  was  favoritism  and  inequities  in  the  RFP  process. 
He  asked  that  the  appropriate  specifics  of  the  process  be  addressed  and  requested  a discussion  about 
whether  it  was  fair,  whether  there  was  favoritism,  transparency,  ability  for  public  participation,  and 
inequities  in  the  RFP  process.  He  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  to  summarize  the  rules  of  the 
process  and  Acting  Director  Assmann  to  speak  to  the  specifics  that  were  raised. 

Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  City  law  requires  that  contracts  for  goods  and  services  be 
competitively  solicited  and  communicated  to  the  business  community,  and  that  the  best  offers  are  sought 
after.  There  are  two  types  of  competitive  solicitations.  The  first  is  an  invitation  for  bids  in  which  the  public 
entity  sets  out  the  specifications  that  it  wants  for  commodities  or  general  services,  e.g.  janitorial, 
landscaping  services,  and  construction  contracts.  Bidders  respond  by  giving  the  City  a price  based  on 
those  exact  specifications,  and  bids  are  selected  based  on  the  lowest  cost  to  the  City  without  consideration 
of  other  factors.  An  invitation  for  bids  may  require  certain  minimum  qualifications. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  about  the  landfill  process  specifically  and  what  the  Commission’s  ability 
would  be  to  participate  in  the  process.  He  stated  that  if  the  Commission  does  not  have  jurisdiction,  then  the 
subject  should  not  be  before  the  Commission,  especially  before  it  has  been  vetted  by  a Commission 
Committee.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  the  Commission  does  not  have  a formal  role  in  the 
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issuance  of  the  RFP  and  evaluations.  The  Commission  did  not  participate  in  the  interviews  or  in  the 
rewards  and  negotiations  of  contracts.  The  Commission  does  not  approve  the  contracts.  It  does  have 
oversight  of  the  Department  in  general  that  is  responsible  for  the  contracting  functions.  There  are 
confidentiality  rules  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  and  Brown  Act  that  would  prohibit  disclosure  of  the 
losing  or  winning  proposals.  The  Commission  does  not  have  the  authority  to  look  at  those  documents  at 
this  point,  so  it  would  have  a difficult  time  addressing  some  of  the  specifics.  It  is  a policy  matter  whether 
the  Commission  wants  to  get  into  the  details. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  has  been  working  on  this  project  for  nine  years.  He  has  been 
doing  the  tracking  of  waste  to  the  Altamont  landfill.  The  City  and  County  signed  a long-term  disposal 
agreement  in  1988  for  50  million  tons  or  65  years,  whichever  came  first.  He  stated  that  when  he  first 
started  to  track  the  disposal  going  to  Altamont,  his  first  projection  was  that  we  would  run  out  of  space  in 
2005,  which  did  not  happen  because  disposal  has  been  going  down  every  year  since  2000.  In  the  last 
year,  the  city  is  at  half  of  where  it  was  in  2001  in  terms  of  disposal.  He  first  had  a meeting  on  the  next 
phase  of  disposal  capacity  in  2001  when  Supervisor  Ammiano  asked  to  do  an  analysis  of  the  status  and 
report  on  projections. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  how  people  who  did  not  win  the  tentative  award  were  informed.  Acting 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  issued  a letter  to  the  contractors  who  did  not  win  the 
tentative  award  explaining  the  criteria  for  why  they  were  not  selected  and  explained  the  process  for 
selection.  The  Department  went  through  a series  of  public  hearings  in  2007  and  put  together  overarching 
considerations.  The  Department  then  went  through  a Request  for  Qualification(s)  process  in  2008,  and 
then  an  RFP  process  in  2009.  The  Selection  Committee  consisted  of  the  City  of  Oakland’s  Environmental 
Service  Manager,  the  City  Administrator,  and  himself  to  evaluate  the  proposals.  A tentative  award  was 
made  based  on  those  proposals.  A protest  was  received,  evaluated  and  responded  to.  The  next  stage 
was  to  enter  into  negotiations  and  once  negotiations  were  complete,  the  contract  would  go  before  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  to  determine  at  a public  hearing  whether  to  approve  the  contract.  The  negotiating 
team  with  Recology,  the  winner  of  the  tentative  award,  was  Acting  Director  Assmann,  Mr.  Ed  Lee,  City 
Administrator,  and  Mr.  Ed  Reiskin,  Director  of  Public  Works.  The  RFP  has  not  changed  since  it  was 
issued. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  asked  to  provide  an  opinion  if  there  was  any  favoritism  in  the  RFP  process. 
Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  he  had  not  participated  in  the  actual  evaluation  process,  but  has 
seen  the  documents,  and  based  on  what  Acting  Director  Assmann  has  said,  he  would  say  no.  Acting 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  was  no  favoritism  in  the  selection  process  and  referred  to  the 
explanatory  document  score  sheet  that  provides  the  criteria  used  for  selection.  Commission  President 
Tuchow  asked  if  there  was  any  impropriety  or  illegality  to  the  process.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated 
not  that  he  is  aware  of.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  no. 

Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  to  review  the  applicability  of  the 
1932  Ordinance,  the  relationship  of  the  disposal  and  hauling  contract,  what  can  and  can’t  be  done,  and  the 
timeline.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  there  are  two  separate  issues.  The  1932  Ordinance 
covers  hauling  within  the  City.  The  disposal  contract  is  not  governed  by  the  1932  ordinance,  they  are  not 
linked  in  any  way,  and  there  is  no  timeline  that  links  the  two.  Regardless  of  who  gets  the  landfill  contract, 
the  current  permit  holders  within  the  City  retain  those  licenses. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Francisco  DaCosta,  Director  of  Environmental  Justice  Advocacy,  stated  that  he  is  interested  in 
knowing  when  the  carbon  footprint  information  would  be  made  available  to  the  public.  He  stated  that  there 
is  a PG&E  site  that  contains  tons  of  toxic  waste  that  has  to  be  moved.  Similar  to  the  PG&E  site,  the  landfill 
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is  near  the  water.  He  inquired  whether  barge,  rail,  or  truck  hauling  would  have  the  least  carbon  footprint. 
He  is  looking  forward  to  receiving  detailed  information  to  adjudicate  and  make  more  precise  comments  on 
this  issue. 

Ms.  Brigit  Barnes,  Land  Use  and  Environmental  Law  Attorney  in  Loomis,  CA.  stated  that  she  represents  a 
citizen's  group  in  Yuba  County  and  Wheaton.  She  submitted  a detailed  letter  that  raises  serious  concerns 
(see  explanatory  document).  Ms.  Barnes  stated  that  the  RFP  and  various  contract  documents  identified 
that  the  city  was  extremely  concerned  that  the  successful  proposal  would  limit  the  risk  of  litigation  involving 
a City  and  would  limit  the  environmental  impacts  to  the  host  community.  She  stated  that  the 
documentation  she  has  pulled  from  the  Yuba  County  file  on  this  issue  as  well  as  information  she  has 
received  relative  to  the  current  Commission’s  review  of  the  RFP  indicates  that  the  successful  proposal  has 
not  been  clearly  and  adequately  presented  to  the  Commission  that  has  voted  in  favor  of  it.  There  are 
existing  permits  in  Yuba  County  that  have  to  go  through  a new  process  and  have  to  be  expanded.  The 
Regional  Waste  Management  Board  has  objected  to  all  of  these  permits,  all  of  which  has  not  been 
adequately  presented  to  this  Commission.  She  requested  more  time  to  present  on  this  issue. 
Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  explained  that  the  information  was  presented  to  the  Department,  not  to  the 
Commission.  This  Commission  did  not  have  involvement  on  the  RFP  and  RFQ  and  did  not  vote,  score  or 
make  an  award.  It  received  periodic  updates  on  procedure  from  the  Department  and  City  Attorney’s 
Office.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be  hearing  this  item  before  it  is  accepted.  The  hearings  that  were 
held  were  with  the  Department,  not  the  Commission.  Ms.  Barnes  stated  that  she  is  just  getting  started  in  a 
review  and  it  is  important  that  the  administrative  record  have  a record  of  the  relevant  documentation  and 
concerns. 

Ms.  Irene  Creps,  San  Francisco  resident,  retired  teacher,  whose  family  were  farmers  in  Yuba  County  since 
the  1860’s.  The  landfill  that  is  being  discussed  is  about  a mile  away  from  the  Wheatland-Lofton  Pioneer 
Cemetery  where  members  of  her  family  are.  She  stated  that  she  would  like  to  compare  the  two  sites  that 
San  Francisco  is  choosing  to  send  their  garbage.  She  is  proud  of  San  Francisco  for  the  fact  that  it  has  one 
of  the  best  garbage  collection  systems  in  the  country  using  the  blue,  black,  and  green  bins.  She  is  proud 
that  San  Francisco  sends  its  garbage  to  the  Altamont  Pass  that  is  located  in  the  inter-coast  range  which  is 
has  very  little  rainfall  and  can’t  leak  out  into  the  Sacramento  valley.  The  Yuba  County  site  is  one  of  the 
poorest  counties  in  California.  The  storm  tracks  goes  from  San  Francisco  diagonally  to  the  Sierra  foothills 
where  there  is  40  inches  of  rainfall.  There  is  a tremendous  watershed  in  those  tributaries.  She  asked  to 
study  the  soil  nature  of  the  site. 

Dr.  Richard  Paskowitz,  stated  that  the  Commission  is  in  the  position  of  oversight.  He  stated  that  the 
leading  contractor,  Norcal  Waste,  has  been  dishonest  to  the  people  of  Yuba  County,  specifically 
Wheatland,  and  to  the  Department  and  Commission.  The  1988  Chandler  Act  says  that  the  landfill  would 
be  for  local  use  only.  The  intent  was  otherwise.  In  1996,  it  was  said  that  the  landfill  would  be  a bi-county 
project  alone.  The  intent  was  otherwise.  In  2000,  it  was  said  that  the  landfill  would  be  only  for  local 
regional  use.  The  intent  was  otherwise.  In  2010,  it  was  reported  to  the  Department  that  the  Yuba  County 
permits  were  in  place.  That  is  not  true.  This  company  has  been  lying  to  the  people  and  is  abusing  the 
county,  farmland,  and  waterways  by  putting  a dump  immediately  next  to  a waterway.  The  company  said 
that  they  have  the  permits,  but  they  do  not.  . 

Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith,  Law  Firm  of  Reed  Smith,  stated  that  he  is  here  representing  Waste  Management  of 
Alameda  County  as  part  of  a bid  protest.  Waste  Management  was  one  of  the  entities  that  did  not  get  the 
tentative  award  He  stated  that  he  does  not  have  enough  time  allotted  for  public  comment  to  discuss  the 
opportunities,  process,  and  procedures  raised  in  letters  he  has  provided  to  the  Commission  and  Acting 
Director  Assmann.  He  stated  that  in  2007  when  there  was  public  comment  and  a survey  done,  and 
overriding  considerations  were  identified.  He  stated  that  the  number  one  issue  enumerated  was  to 
minimize  and  mitigate  climate  impacts,  minimize  transportation  emissions,  and  maximize  methane 
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recovery.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  when  the  contract  will  be  made  available  in  its  final  form,  questions  should 
be  asked  as  to  whether  the  Department  secured  the  best  contract  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  the  Commission  should  ask  whether  there  is  an  opportunity  to  reduce  carbon  emissions 
through  transportation  by  67%  over  the  current  proposal,  and  did  the  Department  meet  the  overarching 
considerations  to  minimize  transportation  emissions  and  maximize  methane  recovery. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Commission  will  not  see  the  final  contract  and  it  will  not  require  a 
vote  of  the  Commission.  Acting  Director  Assmann  confirmed.  He  stated  that  the  final  contract  would  go  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  for  approval  at  a public  hearing.  Mr.  Smith  asked  what  the 
Commission’s  role  would  be  in  this  process.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  it  is  to  ensure  integrity  to 
the  process  and  make  the  public  aware.  He  stated  that  he  is  surprised  that  the  issue  is  on  the  agenda  and 
did  not  go  to  a Subcommittee  first.  He  noted  that  the  issue  was  before  the  Operations  Committee  in  the 
past.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  issues  that  were  raised  concerning  whether  permits  were 
approved  or  not  should  be  verified.  If  there  is  a misunderstanding,  then  it  is  important  for  the  Department  to 
investigate  and  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  these  issues.  He  stated  that  the  contractor  who 
did  not  win  should  try  to  determine  why  their  score  was  not  higher,  whether  application  questions  and 
procedures  were  clear,  and  not  worry  about  the  competition.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be  able  to 
identify  if  there  was  any  dishonesty.  He  explained  that  the  outcome  of  this  determination  was  because 
there  was  a disparity  in  cost.  The  burden  is  to  show  why  the  score  should  be  higher. 

Mr.  John  Lynn  Smith  stated  that  this  is  an  RFP  process  and  not  a public  contract  bid  that  you  have  to 
award  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder.  The  Commission  and  Department  have  to  ask  whether  it  got  the 
best  contract  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  were  stewardship  goals  and  objectives  to  be  a 
good  steward  of  the  environment  met,  could  something  have  done  better?  The  beauty  of  the  RFP  process 
gives  you  that  opportunity.  There  are  no  timing  restrictions.  You  have  been  presented  with  the  opportunity 
to  look  at  transportation  alternatives.  You  can  debate  whether  transportation  alternatives  were  thoroughly 
evaluated  as  part  of  the  RFP  process.  Mr.  Smith  stated  that  Waste  Management’s  score  would  have  been 
higher  if  transportation  alternatives  were  thoroughly  evaluated  and  was  a single  item  for  consideration  of 
the  twenty-one  factors.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  should  be  presented.  (See  Explanatory 
Documents  from  Mr.  John  Smith  for  additional  information.) 

Mr.  Eric  Smith,  Green  Depot,  stated  that  he  is  most  interested  in  the  transparency  of  the  process  and 
hopes  that  will  be  the  case  moving  forward.  He  suggested  that  in  the  negotiation  process,  the  economics 
should  be  reviewed  as  well  as  identifying  how  new  jobs  would  be  created  in  the  city,  and  to  account  for 
how  waste  would  be  transported  in  emergency  situations.  He  stated  that  Mr.  Gavrich  helped  negotiate  the 
City’s  original  waste  contract  and  has  valuable  information  to  share  which  is  important  and  has 
ramifications.  He  explained  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  also  has  ideas  about  waste 
generation  and  digestion  and  hopes  that  Commission  takes  all  that  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Steve  Stewart,  City  of  Livermore  Community  Development  Department  provided  his  comments  on 
behalf  of  the  City  of  Livermore  as  the  host  community.  He  stated  that  the  Altamont  landfill  has  been 
utilizing  revenue  from  the  tipping  fees  and  partnerships  of  other  funding  sources  for  a number  of  programs 
that  benefit  East  Alameda  County.  These  programs  include  open  space,  habitat  acquisition  and 
preservation,  recycling,  diversion  education,  and  development  of  community  facilities  in  Livermore’s 
downtown  core.  For  example,  over  1500  acres  of  open  space  has  been  acquired  and  preserved  in  East 
County,  and  funds  from  the  education  fee  provide  grants  to  environmental  science  programs  at  local 
schools  and  school  recycling  composting  infrastructure  projects.  The  City  respectfully  requests  that  the 
Commission  discuss  disposal  options  that  will  utilize  the  Altamont  landfill  and  continues  supporting 
regional  and  community  programs  in  one  of  your  finer  City  suburbs. 
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Mr.  Jeff  Williams,  City  of  Livermore  City  Council  member,  stated  that  he  is  unclear  about  the  Commission’s 
oversight  role  but  asked  that  in  its  oversight  role,  that  it  should  assure  that  overarching  considerations 
spelled  out  by  Acting  Director’s  summary  of  information  to  date  has  taken  place.  Livermore  is  the  city 
closest  to  the  Altamont  Landfill  and  feels  that  they  have  been  spectacularly  good  stewards  of  the 
environment  and  can  continue  to  provide  that  service  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Pelosi 
Jr.  asked  what  the  Commission’s  oversight  responsibility  would  be.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that 
there  is  no  specific  quantifiable  standard--it  is  what  the  Commission  feels  is  appropriate;  however,  the 
contracting  process  is  specifically  given  to  the  Department. 

Mr.  Tom  Bruen  stated  that  the  RFP  is  not  clear  or  fair  because  any  person  in  the  business  reading  the 
RFP  would  construe  it  as  asking  for  two  things,  the  identify  of  the  landfill  that  would  be  provided  to  the  City 
and  the  gate  rate  as  waste  comes  across  the  scale  of  that  landfill.  It  does  not  ask  for  transportation  costs. 
Transportation  is  a hugely  critical  factor  in  determining  competitive  proposals.  If  you  want  to  know  if  you 
have  the  best  price,  you  have  to  know  where  the  landfill  is  and  how  the  waste  will  get  there.  Apparently 
Recology  is  saying  that  they  are  going  to  use  rail  haul  to  Yuba  City.  The  score  sheet  shows  that  Waste 
Management  tied  with  Recology  on  everything  except  price.  Did  staff  look  at  transportation  costs?  How 
do  you  compare  bids  if  someone  bid  on  transportation  and  nobody  else  knew  it  was  bid  on?  Acting 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  everything  was  taken  into  consideration,  all  comparisons  were  made,  and 
transportation  was  considered. 

Mr.  Glenn  Kirby,  Alameda  County  Stop  Waste  Recycling  Board  President  and  is  representing  a portion  of 
Alameda  County  and  Sierra  Club’s  Executive  Board.  He  stated  that  both  organizations  are  interested  in 
this  process,  and  he  is  happy  to  be  here  to  observe  and  learn.  This  agenda  item  is  an  update  and  not  an 
action  item.  This  is  actually  the  correct  forum  for  public  comments  because  the  staff  was  involved  in  the 
negotiations  and  in  the  RFP  process.  His  understanding  is  that  the  Commission  has  oversight  of  the 
staff’s  responsibility  to  negotiate  this  contract.  There  are  discussions  between  your  Commission  staff  and 
staff  of  StopWaste.org,  and  he  hopes  that  those  discussions  would  result  in  a recommendation  that  takes 
into  consideration  the  benefits  and  concerns  of  both  San  Francisco  and  Alameda  County. 

Mr.  David  Gavrich  stated  that  between  1980  and  1984,  he  was  privileged  to  be  working  as  one  of  four 
managers  in  the  newly  formed  City’s  Solid  Waste  Management  program.  Senator  Dianne  Feinstein  had 
just  become  Mayor  at  the  time  when  the  City  of  Mountain  View  (where  waste  was  taken  for  a number  of 
years)  gave  the  city  an  ultimatum  to  either  pay  rates  that  are  50%  higher  than  was  being  paid  before  or 
take  waste  elsewhere.  Mayor  Feinstein  called  the  Solid  Waste  Management  program  office  and  was 
extremely  angry  about  being  held  hostage  by  another  city  and  gave  the  group  a clear  goal  to  strike  the 
best  possible  deal  for  the  longest  possible  term  because  she  did  not  want  the  Mayor  or  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  be  held  hostage  again.  The  new  deal  was  to  go  to  her  within  18  months  when  the  term  of 
the  Mountain  View  agreement  would  expire.  The  group  came  back  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  with  a deal  for 
15  millions  tons  of  capacity  in  65  years,  whichever  came  first,  at  a rate  that  was  and  would  remain  for  its 
term  about  30  to  40  percent  below  the  market  rate  for  waste.  This  resulted  in  a City  savings  of  27  million 
dollars  a year  for  over  600  million  dollars  over  the  25  years  so  far  and  there  is  more  than  five  years  left  in 
the  contract. 

Mr.  Gavrich  stated  that  he  has  heard  from  Mr.  Assmann  that  Department  staff  has  not  only  entered  into 
sole  negotiations  with  a single  favorite  disposal  contractor,  but  there  were  only  two  contractors  in  the 
competition.  Staff  decided  to  exclude  one  of  three  contractors  that  had  five  nearby  landfills  before  the 
process  began.  Mr.  Gavrich  stated  that  this  Commission  has  oversight  responsibility  and  asked  who  was 
hurt  by  that  judgment  call  to  exclude  one  contractor  that  would  save  the  City  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars.  He  stated  that  it  is  Incumbent  on  this  Commission  to  let  the  hearings  begin,  let  the  Policy 
Committee  hear  this  matter  so  that  people  are  able  to  speak  for  more  than  one  minute  on  a billion-dollar 
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contract.  Mr.  Gavrich  stated  that  if  this  winning  proposal  was  brought  forth  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the 
Commission  would  be  looked  at  as  a total  embarrassment. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  why  Waste  Management  was  excluded.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
because  they  failed  to  show  up  for  a mandatory  pre-bid  process  which  was  a requirement  to  acquire 
information  on  the  bid  process.  They  subsequently  submitted  a proposal  that  was  not  considered  because 
they  did  not  attend  the  mandatory  pre-bid. 

Ms.  Joan  Seppala,  Independent  Newspaper  Publisher,  that  serves  East  Alameda  County,  stated  that  the 
citizens  in  East  Alameda  County  are  concerned  about  the  environment  and  have  appreciated  what  Waste 
Management  has  done.  They  would  like  the  city  to  take  into  account  the  pace  setting  innovations  that  the 
Waste  Management  LNG  plant  provides  because  if  this  were  taken  into  account,  the  transportation  scoring 
would  be  much  higher.  She  is  concerned  that  the  process  may  not  have  provided  a level  playing  field  and 
hope  that  changes  are  made. 

Mr.  Bob  Baltzer,  Chairman  of  Friends  of  Livermore,  stated  that  he  has  a personal  and  organizational  ax  to 
grind,  which  is  the  tipping  fee  revenue  that  comes  to  the  City  of  Livermore  and  Tri-Valley  County.  As  Mr. 
Stewart  has  explained,  this  fee  is  a tremendous  help  to  the  environment  and  revitalization  of  the 
downtown.  The  Commission  is  an  environmental  oversight  group,  and  it  appears  that  its  overarching 
concerns  are  being  lost  with  the  idea  of  hauling  the  waste  to  a distant  land  site  without  the  advantages  that 
the  Altamont  site  has,  particularly  the  methane,  etc. 

Unidentified  Speaker,  YUGAG,  stated  that  Wheatland  is  Class  1 farmland  and  showed  pictures  of  rice 
fields  that  have  standing  water  even  though  it  hasn’t  rained  in  weeks,  walnut  orchards,  plum  orchards, 
cattle  grazing,  and  beautiful  farmland.  She  stated  that  Wheatland  has  a small  landfill  in  the  neighborhood 
which  is  being  threatened  with  3000  tons  per  day  of  this  City’s  waste  that  will  trash  her  backyard.  She 
asked  whether  the  Department  and  Commission  are  only  concerned  about  San  Francisco’s  environment 
or  about  the  environmental  overall.  She  hopes  that  instead  of  listening  to  all  of  the  people  that  want  these 
contracts,  that  the  Department  does  an  independent  study  of  how  Wheatland’s  environment  would  be 
impacted.  It  is  beautiful  land  that  is  seriously  threatened  by  3000  tons  of  garbage  per  day  on  a water 
slough.  The  corner  of  this  landfill  is  on  a slough.  If  there  is  any  type  of  accident  or  leak,  she  would  be 
concerned  about  the  crops  and  pollution  of  food. 

Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  uncertainly  about  the  role  of  this  Commission 
with  respect  to  the  process  and  asked  for  clarification.  She  asked  whether  the  Commission  should  pursue 
the  idea  of  further  discussion  after  bids  are  unsealed  in  order  to  have  a freer  discussion  prior  to  the 
winning  proposal  going  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  this  is  an 
important  contract  that  this  Commission  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over.  He  asked  when  the  contract 
would  go  into  effect.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  projection  is  August  of  2015. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  there  does  not  seem  to  be  an  allegation  of  impropriety,  so  the 
Commission’s  role  is  limited  in  terms  of  review  and  involvement.  There  does  seem  to  be  a 
misunderstanding  with  regard  to  the  transportation  element  of  the  contract,  and  there  is  time  to  extend  the 
process  before  going  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  He  suggested  that  the  Department  evaluate  ways  to 
address  this  issue  as  to  whether  transportation  was  fully  vetted  and  that  people  involved  in  the  bid 
describe  if  they  knew  transportation  was  involved  how  that  would  effect  their  score.  If  someone  missed  a 
meeting  and  that  is  the  way  the  City  runs  contracts  and  the  requirement  is  part  of  City  rules  and 
procedures,  exemptions  should  not  be  created.  The  complaining  entity  should  request  that  the  City 
Attorneys  Office  make  a ruling  whether  someone  missing  a pre-bid  hearing  should  disqualify  them  from 
participation.  It  should  not  be  a determination  made  by  the  Commission  or  Department.  The  Department 
was  following  procedures  and  the  process  was  transparent.  He  stated  that  he  does  not  feel  it  is 
appropriate  to  refer  this  issue  to  a Committee  or  to  the  Commission  because  it  is  a legal  issue,  and  he 
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encouraged  interested  parties  to  request  clarity  from  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  on  the  City’s  legal 
procedures. 

6.  Update  on  the  progress  of  actions  taken  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Department  as  a 
result  of  the  Resolution  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  issue  of  Cell  Phone  Radiation.  Sponsor: 
President  Matt  Tuchow;  Speaker:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion)  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  after  the  Commission  adopted  the  Cell  Phone 
Resolution,  the  Mayor  introduced  legislation  which  required  retailers  to  post  point-of-sale  information  on 
cell  phone  radiation  values.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  President  directed  the  Ordinance  to  be  heard  at  the 
Small  Business  Commission  as  well  as  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Neighborhood  Services  and  Operations 
Committee.  Staff  went  before  the  Small  Business  Commission  two  weeks  ago  and  while  there  presenting, 
the  Small  Business  Network  President  stated  that  she  was  dismayed  that  the  legislation  was  not  presented 
before  her  Coalition.  The  Small  Business  Commission  asked  the  Department  to  work  with  the  Small 
Business  Network  and  come  back  to  them  at  their  next  meeting  a month  later. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  there  was  a meeting  of  the  Small  Business  Network  last  night.  Department  staff 
prepared  a fact  sheet  for  small  businesses  about  what  the  proposed  Ordinance  would  do  and  how  it  might 
affect  small  businesses.  Accompanying  the  fact  sheet  was  a letter  from  Acting  Director  Assmann 
encouraging  and  inviting  members  of  the  small  business  community  to  work  with  the  Department  directly 
to  reduce  the  impact  to  small  businesses.  The  Small  Business  Commission  relayed  their  concern  about 
potential  impacts  on  very  small  businesses  whose  cell  phone  sales  would  be  incidental  to  their  overall 
sales.  Almost  unanimously,  the  Commissioners  felt  that  cell  phone  safety  was  an  important  topic  and  took 
time  in  their  comments  to  discuss  their  own  personal  stories  about  their  concerns  for  cell  phone  radiation 
and  the  importance  about  the  right  to  know.  The  Commissioners  thought  that  the  issue  was  of  utmost 
importance  and  were  glad  that  the  City  was  looking  at  the  issue,  but  were  concerned  with  the  impact  on 
small  businesses.  In  the  next  two  weeks,  the  plan  is  to  craft  language  of  proposed  amendments  to  present 
to  the  Small  Business  Commission  that  might  either  phase  in  or  exempt  different  business  sizes  and  to  talk 
to  the  small  business  community  about  how  they  define  themselves  and  delineate  business.  The 
legislation  would  be  presented  to  the  Small  Business  Commission  in  the  next  two  weeks  and  then  heard  at 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  he  is  more  concerned  with  behavioral  problems  with  cell  phones.  The 
science  does  not  support  medical  concerns  addressed  so  far  so  he  feels  there  would  be  a stronger 
argument  regarding  the  impact  on  children  and  social  behavior  as  a way  to  deter  cell  phone  use.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  she  would  like  to  show  the  Commission  draft  language  that  is  being  developed  in 
consultation  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  She  explained  that  ninety-five  percent  of  the  material 
that  will  be  handed  out  and  being  developed  is  on  headset  use,  texting,  and  behavioral  ways  to  reduce 
exposure.  The  material  is  respectful  of  the  state  of  the  science  at  this  time. 

7.  Resolution  approving  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Integrated  Pest  Management’s  2010 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List.  Sponsor:  Acting  Director  David  Assmann;  Speaker:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D., 
Green  Purchasing  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Documents:  2010  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  and 
Draft  Resolution  File  2010-04-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Dr.  Chris  Geiger  stated  that  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  for  City  properties  is  brought  to  the 
Commission  annually  to  approve  and  is  included  in  the  packet.  It  lists  all  of  the  changes  that  were  made 
since  last  year’s  list.  The  list  is  legislated  under  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Ordinance  that  a 
list  be  kept  of  approved  pesticide  products  for  City  properties.  He  explained  that  the  number  of  pesticide 
products  on  this  list  is  not  a performance  measure,  it  is  a toolbox--the  performance  measure  is  how  much 
is  used.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  two  products  were  added  to  the  list  and  five  removed,  the  most  notable 
one  removed  being  gopher  baits  that  are  being  discontinued  on  City  properties  because  the  evidence 
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shows  that  they  do  not  work  well  enough  to  justify  their  use.  There  is  also  some  possibility  of  secondary 
toxicity  to  raptors  that  data  is  mixed  on,  but  the  fact  that  it  does  not  work  well  enough  warrants  taking  it  off 
the  list.  He  explained  that  formulations  of  products  are  constantly  changing.  Another  new  product  is  a 
least  toxic  product  that  is  being  used  on  golf  courses  that  will  reduce  the  use  of  some  of  the  more  toxic 
products. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  major  changes  in  the  language  for  restrictions  on  product  use  for  second 
generation  rodenticides  that  would  require  that  a significant  public  health  hazard  exist  for  its  use  in 
commercial  establishments.  He  explained  that  this  came  to  their  attention  because  of  the  death  of  seagulls 
along  the  waterfront  and  the  discovery  of  this  kind  of  rodenticide  in  those  seagulls.  The  language  was 
clarified  to  ensure  that  everything  was  being  done  in  order  to  restrict  use  of  those  products.  With  the 
Commission’s  approval,  the  2010  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  would  be  in  effect  for  the  next  year. 

Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  heard  reports  about  commercial  establishments 
using  some  of  the  products  that  are  not  on  the  approved  list  and  asked  what  sort  of  enforcement  was 
available,  especially  with  restaurants  along  the  waterfront  where  the  rodenticide  boxes  have  been 
observed.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  staff  talks  to  the  Port  on  a regular  basis  about  their  leased  properties. 
There  was  discussion  with  the  properties  in  question  about  the  restrictions  on  the  product.  They  were 
cooperative  and  indicated  they  would  not  use  the  product.  There  was  a public  health  concern  for  one  of  the 
properties  which  allowed  them  to  use  the  product,  but  there  was  less  of  a public  health  concern  for  the 
other.  He  stated  that  it  is  difficult  to  get  in  touch  with  all  leased  properties  but  staff  is  doing  their  best. 
Commissioner  Mok  inquired  about  how  the  restrictions  would  apply  to  new  leaseholders.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
that  the  IPM  Ordinance  applies  to  any  lease  newer  than1996. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Jamie  Ray  thanked  the  Department  for  their  work  on  reducing  pesticide  use  in 
particularly  in  regards  to  second  generation  anticoagulant  rodenticides.  She  requested  that  the 
Department  include  another  poison  on  the  list  (name  unclear).  She  stated  that  there  are  other  places  such 
as  the  San  Francisco  Zoo  and  parks  on  City  and  County  property  that  do  use  rodent  poisons  around  the 
property  and  around  garbage  cans  and  no  public  health  hazard  exists.  She  inquired  what  can  be  done 
with  enforcement  in  those  areas. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.,  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  2010  Reduced  Risk 
Pesticide  List  was  approved  without  objection.  (AYES:  Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis, 
Commissioners  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Tuchow;  NOES:  None;  Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Martin,  and 
Wald).  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Resolution  and  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List) 

8.  Resolution  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  to  change  the  meeting 
location  of  the  Operations  Committee  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  to 
City  Hall,  Room  421.  Speaker:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  (Presentation  time:  5 minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-03-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Commission  Vice- 
President  Gravanis  motioned  to  approve  the  Resolution.  There  was  no  second.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the 
reason  for  the  Resolution  is  because  she  feels  there  is  not  adequate  meeting  space  accessible  to  the 
public  at  1 1 Grove  Street.  The  Resolution  was  not  approved. 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Committee  Appointments.  Speaker:  President  Matt  Tuchow 
(Discussion  and  Action).  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow  appointed  Commissioners  Pelosi  Jr., 
Gravanis  and  Wald  to  the  Policy  Committee  and  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok  and  Tuchow  to  the 
Operations  Committee. 

10.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Review  of  the  agenda  for  the  April  21,  2010  meeting.  Commission  President  Tuchow 
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appointed  Commissioner  Mok  as  Chair.  Operations  Committee  Chair  Mok  stated  that  the  April  21, 2010 
meeting  agenda  has  not  been  established  at  this  time,  but  will  be  worked  on. 

11.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  February  22  and  March  8,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  April  12,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421.  Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis 
reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  February  meeting  discussed  the  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  Sustainability  Plan  and  at  their  March  meeting  discussed  the  outreach  survey  that  was  sent 
to  environmental  groups,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  soccer  field  issue,  and  an  update  on  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan. 

12.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  stated  that  Commissioners  have  in  their  packet  a written  update  on  current  environmental 
legislation  since  the  last  meeting  and  all  correspondence  received.  She  asked  Commissioners  to  pay 
particular  attention  to  a request  by  the  Mayor’s  Office  to  fill  out  the  Commissioner  Appointment  form  and 
submit  it  back  to  the  Mayor’s  Office  by  April  1.  She  brought  to  the  Commissioner’s  attention  a memo  from 
the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  stating  that  their  Board  would  be  voting  on  March  3 whether  to 
eliminate  free  parking  privileges  for  all  Commissioners.  She  would  provide  an  update  once  it  is  received. 

13.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Acting  Director 
Assmann  reported  that  a written  report  has  been  provided.  There  was  no  further  discussion  at  this  time. 

14.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  President’s  announcements 
at  this  time. 

16.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Acting  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  the  Director  Search  Committee  may  be  providing  recommendations  to  the 
Commission  at  their  May  25  meeting  on  candidates  for  the  position  of  Department  Director. 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Denise  D’Anne  suggested  that  an  audit  be  prepared  on  how  material  is  used  in  the  City  and  waste. 

She  stated  that  she  has  spent  ten  years  of  her  career  with  the  City’s  Department  of  Human  Services  where 
she  saved  millions  of  dollars  because  she  found  ways  to  reduce  waste  and  encourage  more  efficient 
operations.  She  reported  on  the  paper  waste  in  the  City  from  printing  on  one  side  of  the  paper  and  the 
variation  in  paper  use  in  countries  such  as  the  United  States,  Europe  and  Africa,  with  the  United  States  as 
the  leader  in  paper  use.  She  discussed  the  proposed  chopping  down  of  sixty  trees  for  the  soccer  filed 
project  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  how  the  replacement  trees  would  not  do  the  job  of  sequestering  carbon. 

18.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:50  p.m. 
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Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  May  25,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  at 
City  Flail,  Room  416. 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 
website  at  https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 
included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
] number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish&sfctov.org. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)554-6393 


Approved:  July  27,  2010 
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*The  Tuesday,  May  25,  2010  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  has  been  RESCHEDULED  to 
Tuesday,  May  11,  2010  at  5:30  p.m. 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President),  Angelo 
King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

3.  CLOSED  SESSION  - CONSIDER  DEPARTMENT  DIRECTOR  SEARCH  COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THE  POSITION  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
DEPARTMENT  DIRECTOR.  The  Commission  may  vote  to  make  recommendations  of  candidates  to  the 
Mayor.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

a.  Public  comment  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  closed  session. 

b.  Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session  to  conduct  interviews.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code  §54957;  SF  Admin. 
Code  §67. 10(b).)  [ACTION] 

c.  Possible  closed  session  to  conduct  interviews.  The  Commission  may  vote  to  recommend 
candidates  to  the  Mayor.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code  § 54957;  SF  Admin.  Code  §67.1 0(b).)  [DISCUSSION 
AND  POSSIBLE  ACTION] 

d.  Reconvene  in  open  session: 

1 . Possible  report  on  action  taken  in  closed  session  and  the  vote  thereon.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code 
§54957. 1(a);  SF  Admin.  Code  §67. 12(b).) 

2.  Vote  to  elect  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  discussions  held  in  closed  session.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code 
§54957. 1(a);  SF  Admin.  Code  §67. 12(b).)  [ACTION] 

3.  Public  comment  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  closed  session. 

4.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 
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5.  Approval  of  Resolution  File  No.  2010-07-COE  commending  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  for  his 
Service  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment)  (Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  File  No.  2010-07- 
COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

6.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  Tel:  (415)  355-3709;  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  July  27,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  at 
City  Hall,  Room  416. 

' ' Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  ( 1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 

California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission's  website 

https //sites. QOOQle.com/a/sfenvironment.orQ/commission/environment-commission;(3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fishffosfgov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a 
meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  after  distribution  of 
the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  on  the  Commission’s  website 
https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission  as  attachments  to  the  agenda  or 
meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the  proceedings 
begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the  official  public  record 
and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the 
hearing.  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  al 
the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post- 
consumer recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission 
Secretary  and  the  public. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  J 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  I 

the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  ' 

Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission  ji 
meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  j 
Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and  [ 
Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible 
ill  (415)  923-6142  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness 
Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial 
Complex. 
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In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799 
j (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the 
use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes, 
please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (41 5)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored, 
I if  possible. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils, 
and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that 
deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more 
information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library 
| and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02;  telephone  (41 5)  252-31 00,  fax  (41 5)  252-31 1 2,  web  site  at 
I www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  May  4,  2010 
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*The  Tuesday,  May  25,  2010  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday, 
May  11,  2010  at  5:30  p.m. 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice- 
President),  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:37  p.m. 
Present:  Commission  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  King,  Martin,  Mok, 
Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald) 

2.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  5 was  heard  before  Item  3. 

3.  CLOSED  SESSION  - CONSIDER  DEPARTMENT  DIRECTOR  SEARCH  COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THE  POSITION  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
DEPARTMENT  DIRECTOR.  The  Commission  may  vote  to  make  recommendations  of  candidates  to  the 
Mayor.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

a.  Public  comment  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  closed  session.  There  was  no  public  comment  at 
this  time. 

b.  Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code  §54957;  SF  Admin.  Code  §67. 10(b).) 
[ACTION]  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-President  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the 
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Commission  voted  to  hold  closed  session  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Martin, 

Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald). 

c.  Possible  closed  session  to  consider  Department  Director  Search  Committee  recommendations. 

The  Commission  may  vote  to  recommend  candidates  to  the  Mayor.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code  § 54957;  SF 

Admin.  Code  §67. 10(b).)  [DISCUSSION  AND  POSSIBLE  ACTION]  Closed  session  convened  at 

5:48  p.m. 

d.  Reconvene  in  open  session:  Open  session  reconvened  at  6:45  p.m. 

1.  Possible  report  on  action  taken  in  closed  session  and  the  vote  thereon.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code 
§54957. 1(a);  SF  Admin.  Code  §67. 12(b).)  There  was  no  report  made  on  action  taken  in  closed 
session  and  the  vote  thereon. 

2.  Vote  to  elect  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  discussions  held  in  closed  session.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code 
§54957. 1(a);  SF  Admin.  Code  §67. 12(b).)  [ACTION]  Commissioner  Wald  motioned,  second  by 
Vice-President  Gravanis  not  to  disclose  discussions  held  in  closed  session  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald). 

3.  Public  comment  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  closed  session.  There  were  no  members  of  the 
public  present  at  this  time. 

4.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Vice-President  Gravanis  commended  the  Director 
Search  Committee  members  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow  and 
Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  for  the  time  and  effort  they  devoted  to  the  Director  search-process. 
Commissioners  concurred.  Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  and  Acting  Commission  Secretary  Rachel 
Buerkle  were  also  commended  for  their  effort. 

5.  Approval  of  Resolution  File  No.  2010-07-COE  commending  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  for  his 
Service  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  and  Approved 
Resolution  File  No.  2010-07-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow  read  the 
Resolution  commending  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  for  his  service  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment.  He  commended  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  for  the  many  successes  achieved  by  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  during  his  leadership  and  membership  for  the  past  seven  years  and 
thanked  him  for  his  dedicated  work  on  behalf  of  the  Department  and  the  Commission.  Upon  Motion  by 
Vice-President  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  Resolution  File  No.  2010-07-COE  was  approved 
without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald). 

6.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:52  p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 

website  at  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 

included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(p)sfQov.orp. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)554-6393 


Approved: 
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*The  Tuesday,  May  25,  2010  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday, 
May  11,  2010  at  5:30  p.m. 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice- 
President),  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:37  p.m. 

Present:  Commission  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  King,  Martin,  Mok, 
Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald) 

2.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  5 was  heard  before  Item  3. 

3.  CLOSED  SESSION  - CONSIDER  DEPARTMENT  DIRECTOR  SEARCH  COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THE  POSITION  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
DEPARTMENT  DIRECTOR.  The  Commission  may  vote  to  make  recommendations  of  candidates  to  the 
Mayor.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

a.  Public  comment  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  closed  session.  There  was  no  public  comment  at 


b.  Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code  §54957;  SF  Admin.  Code  §67.1 0(b).) 
[ACTION]  Upon'  Motion  by  Vice-President  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the 
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Commission  voted  to  hold  closed  session  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Martin, 

Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald). 

c.  Possible  closed  session  to  consider  Department  Director  Search  Committee  recommendations. 

The  Commission  may  vote  to  recommend  candidates  to  the  Mayor.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code  § 54957;  SF 

Admin.  Code  §67.10(b).)  [DISCUSSION  AND  POSSIBLE  ACTION]  Closed  session  convened  at 

5:48  p.m. 

d.  Reconvene  in  open  session:  Open  session  reconvened  at  6:45  p.m. 

1.  Possible  report  on  action  taken  in  closed  session  and  the  vote  thereon.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code 
§54957. 1(a);  SF  Admin.  Code  §67. 12(b).)  There  was  no  report  made  on  action  taken  in  closed 
session  and  the  vote  thereon. 

2.  Vote  to  elect  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  discussions  held  in  closed  session.  (Cal.  Govt.  Code 
§54957. 1(a);  SF  Admin.  Code  §67. 12(b).)  [ACTION]  Commissioner  Wald  motioned,  second  by 
Vice-President  Gravanis  not  to  disclose  discussions  held  in  closed  session  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald). 

3.  Public  comment  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  closed  session.  There  were  no  members  of  the 
public  present  at  this  time. 

4.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Vice-President  Gravanis  commended  the  Director 
Search  Committee  members  Acting  Director  David  Assmann,  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow  and 
Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  for  the  time  and  effort  they  devoted  to  the  Director  search-process. 
Commissioners  concurred.  Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  and  Acting  Commission  Secretary  Rachel 
Buerkle  were  also  commended  for  their  effort. 

5.  Approval  of  Resolution  File  No.  2010-07-COE  commending  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  for  his 
Service  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  and  Approved 
Resolution  File  No.  2010-07-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow  read  the 
Resolution  commending  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  for  his  service  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment.  He  commended  Commissioner  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  for  the  many  successes  achieved  by  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  during  his  leadership  and  membership  for  the  past  seven  years  and 
thanked  him  for  his  dedicated  work  on  behalf  of  the  Department  and  the  Commission.  Upon  Motion  by 
Vice-President  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  Resolution  File  No.  2010-07-COE  was  approved 
without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald). 

6.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:52  p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street, 

San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 
website  at  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 
included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish&sfgov. org. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)554-6393 


Approved:  July  27,  2010 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

NOTICE  OF  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
TUESDAY,  JULY  27,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  416 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President),  Angelo 

King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  23,  2010  Regular  Meeting  and  May  11,  2010  Rescheduled 
Meeting.  (Explanatory  Documents:  March  23  and  May  1 1 , 2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

4.  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Program  Accomplishments.  Sponsor:  Commission 
President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Robert  Haley,  Zero  Waste  Program  Manager  (5  minutes) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  Report  on  the  Progress  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  EnvironmentNow  Program.  Sponsor: 
Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Donnie  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator  (15 
minutes)  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

6.  Overview  of  Existing  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  Presentation 
on  New  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Programs,  Goals  and  Design.  Sponsor:  Commission  President 
Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager  (15  minutes)  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

7.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  Approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding 
Recommendations  for  Environmental  Justice  Grants.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director; 
Speaker:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  (5  minutes)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Environmental  Justice  Program  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  (2010-2012)  and  Draft 
Resolution  File  No.  2010-05-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 
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8.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  Approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding 
Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste  Grants.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Department 
Speaker:  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising  (10  minutes)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Zero  Waste  Program  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  (2010-2012)  and  Draft  Resolution  File 
No.  2010-06-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

9.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  July  21 , 2010  Meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  October  20,  2010 
Meeting. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  May  and  June  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  August  9,  2010 
meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

11.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

12.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

13.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

14.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

15.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

16.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

17.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  September  28,  2010,  5:00 
p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website 
https://sites.  google,  com/a/sfenvironment.  org/commission/environment-commission  with  each  agenda  and/or 
meeting  minutes; (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.  Fishtcbsfciov.  ora  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on 
this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials 
are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  Commission’s  website 
https://sites.Qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission  as  attachments  to  the 
agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at 
this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of 
the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members. 
Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree- 
free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and 
the  public. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the 
subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken 
following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three 
minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public 
will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the 
posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment, 
not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The 
Commission  meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center 
Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at 
Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside 
parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at 
401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses, 
multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other 
attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these 
individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on 
Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of 
the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 
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Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Fracisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions, 
boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This 
ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people’s  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of 
the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall, 
Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the 
Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at 
www.sfqov.org. 


Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be 
required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et. 
seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please 
contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415) 
252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at  www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  July  21,  2010 
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FILE  NO.  2010-06-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1 Resolution  approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding  Recommendations  for 

2 Zero  Waste  grant  awards  to  thirteen  organizations. 

3 WHEREAS,  The  Zero  Waste  grant  program  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment 

4 administers  a grant  program  and  provides  funding  to  non-profit  groups; 

5 WHEREAS,  the  Zero  Waste  grant  program  is  dedicated  to  funding  projects  diverting 

6 waste  from  San  Francisco’s  landfill,  thereby  assisting  the  City  in  achieving  its  Zero  Waste 

7 Goals  of  75%  waste  diversion  by  2010  and  zero  waste  by  2020,  and  achieving  this  at  a low 

8 cost  per  ton  of  waste  diverted;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  the  Commission  approves  the  award  of  Zero  Waste  grants,  totaling 


10 

$1,170,212  to  be  disbursed  during  FY  2010-11  and  FY  2011-2012,  in  the  following  way: 

11 

FY  2010-11 

FY201 1-12 

12 

Community  Housing  Partnership 

$45,  000 

$65,000 

13 

14 

San  Francisco  Clean  City  Coalition 

$50,000 

$85,000 

15 

Goodwill  Industries 

$40,000 

$55,000 

16 

17 

Garden  for  the  Environment 

(fiscal:  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council) 

$45,000 

$55,000 

18 

Fisherman’s  Wharf 

$40,000 

$40,000 

19 

San  Francisco  Community  Recyclers 

$109,054 

$123,158 

20 

San  Francisco  Conservation  Corps 

$40,000 

$40,000 

21 

Asian  Inc. 

$40,000 

$44,000 

22 

Grupo  de  la  Comida 

$40,000 

- 

23 

Jewish  Community  Center 

$40,000 

- 

24 

25 

Green  Solutions  (fiscal:  Chinese  Newcomers  Center) 

$49,000 

$45,000 

Commission  on  the  Environment 


July  27,  2010 


FILE  NO.  2010-06-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


Friends  of  SCRAP  $40,000 

Connect  the  Dots  (fiscal:  Earth  Island  Institute)  $40,000 

I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Meeting  on 

,2010. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
VOTE: 
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ZERO  WASTE  GRANT  PROGRAM 
FUNDING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  GRANT  AWARDS  (2010-2012) 


The  Zero  Waste  grant  program  (ZW)  of  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE) 
issued  a Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  on  January  15,  2010.  Twenty-two  grant  proposals  were  received 
on  February  22,  2010.  An  evaluation  panel  comprised  of  three  members  reviewed  the  22  grant 
proposals.  Of  the  22  grant  proposals,  13  received  a score  of  70  or  higher,  based  on  a scoring  system  of 
100  total  points.  SFE  invited  the  13  applicants  with  the  strongest  proposals  to  oral  interviews.  Based 
on  the  evaluation  of  the  written  proposals  and  oral  interviews,  SFE  recommends  that  the  Commission 
on  the  Environment  approve  the  following  ZW  grant  awards,  for  a combined  total  grant  amount  of 
$1,170,212  that  will  be  disbursed  over  a two-year  period  (covering  FY  2010-11  and  FY  2011-12). 


The  Supportive  Housing  Employment  Collaborative  (SHEC) 

SHEC  will  offer  formerly  homeless  adults  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  a paid  Recycling  and 
Environmental  Awareness  Internship  Program  which  will  train  interns  in  environmental  and  waste 
management  and  community  outreach  practices.  This  program  will  divert  waste  through  implementing 
recycling  and  composting  programs  in  supportive  housing  sites  where  the  interns  reside  and  from 
events  within  San  Francisco. 

San  Francisco  Clean  City  Coalition 

SF  Clean  City  will  establish  a wood  furniture  refurbishing  and  pallet  repair  program  that  will  divert 
waste  from  landfill.  This  program  will  develop  a free  standing  new  green  business  and  hire  from  “hard 
to  employ”  populations.  The  staff  will  partake  of  new  green  training  programs  and  learn  basic 
carpentry,  furniture  repair,  and  wood  working  skills. 

Goodwill  Industries 

Goodwill  will  implement  a community-based  donation  strategy  working  with  schools,  churches  and 
community  organizations  to  capture  reuseables.  This  will  allow  Goodwill  to  permanently  expand  its 
donations  capacity  and  to  divert  additional  tons  from  landfill. 


Garden  for  the  Environment  (fiscal  agent:  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council) 

The  Garden  for  the  Environment  will  offer  free  backyard  composting  and  vermicomposting  workshops 
for  residents  of  San  Francisco,  conduct  the  Gardening  Composting  Educator  Training  Program  and  a 
school  field  trip  program,  while  ensuring  that  San  Francisco  residents  continue  to  divert  organic 
material  from  landfill  through  backyard  composting. 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  • Fax:  (415)  554-6393 


100%  Post  Consumer  Content 


San  Francisco  Conservation  Corp  (SFCC) 

SFCC  will  implement  Zero  Waste  programs  at  over  200  events  in  San  Francisco  and  increase 
awareness  of  recycling  and  composting  practices  amongst  attendees,  producers  and  coips  members. 


Fisherman’s  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District  (FWCBD) 

The  FWCBD  will  promote  and  enhance  organics  and  recyclables  diversion  from  area  restaurants,  fast 
food  outlets,  hotels,  tourist  destinations,  retail  shops,  fishing  industry,  special  events,  and  residents. 

San  Francisco  Community  Recyclers  (SFCR) 

SFCR  will  continue  operation  of  Building  Resources,  a reused  building  materials  yard.  Through  this 
funding  SFCR  will  be  able  to  expand  creative  reuse  opportunities  including  their  business,  Red  Shovel, 
which  makes  a landscape  ground  cover  made  from  recycled  glass  and  pottery. 


Asian  Inc. 

Asian  Inc.  will  work  with  multi-family  dwellings  that  do  not  yet  have  active  recycling  programs  by 
working  with  property  managers  and  owners  to  implement  develop  and  maintain  measurable  Zero 
Waste  practices.  Their  staff  can  communicate  with  property  managers  and  tenants  in  multiple 
languages,  including  Spanish,  Cantonese  and  Mandarin. 

Grupo  de  la  Comida  (Fiscal  Sponsor:  Beth  Abrams’  Center  for  Peace,  Arts,  Justice  & the 
Environment) 

Grupo  de  la  Comida  rescues  and  redistributes  edible  food  destined  to  landfill  to  low  income 
populations  in  the  Mission  District  and  3 existing  meal  sites.  The  program  composts  the  unusable 
vegetable  leavings  and  provides  nutrition,  recycling  and  composting  education.  Grupo  provides  2,000 
people  weekly  with  healthy  food. 

Jewish  Community  Center  of  San  Francisco  (JCC) 

The  JCC  will  attain  Zero  Waste  at  the  Center  and  engage  JCC’s  members  and  the  greater  community 
in  composting  education  practices.  The  facility  reaches  over  50,000  visitors  from  children  to  seniors. 

Green  Solutions  (fiscal  agent:  Chinese  Newcomers  Service  Center) 

Green  Solution  will  assist  multi-family  buildings  in  their  recycling  and  compost  efforts,  particularly 
buildings  where  Cantonese  and  Mandarin  are  widely  spoken. 


Scroungers  for  Reuseable  Art  Parts  (SCRAP) 

SCRAP  will  increase  the  diversion  of  materials  suitable  for  arts  and  educational  purposes  while 
promoting  creative  reuse  - through  outreach  to  businesses  and  residents,  providing  free  pick-ups, 
maintaining  a materials  depot  for  the  public,  and  education  to  school  children  and  adults  at  field  trips, 
workshops  and  community  events. 

Connect  the  Dots  (fiscal  agent:  Earth  Island  Institute) 

Connect  the  Dots  will  assist  non-profit  organizations,  particularly  those  managing  their  facilities,  to 
divert  and  reduce  waste.  This  will  include  helping  non-profits  to  overcome  the  sustainability  learning 
curve,  to  diminish  their  ecological  impact  and  reduce  operational  costs  as  well  as  contribute  to  green 
workforce  development  for  "hard  to  employ"  populations. 
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Resolution  approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding  Recommendations  for 

Environmental  Justice  grant  awards  to  ten  organizations. 

WHEREAS,  The  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  program  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  administers  a grant  program  and  provides  funding  to  non-profit  groups; 

WHEREAS,  the  EJ  grant  program  is  dedicated  to  projects  serving  residents  of  the 
Potrero  and  Bayview  Hunters  Point  communities,  with  a special  focus  on  reducing  electricity 
demand  and  the  City’s  reliance  on  fossil-fueled  power  plants,  reducing  and  preventing  indoor 
and  outdoor  air  pollution;  and  building  community  capacity  to  address  food  security,  energy 
and  air  quality  issues;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  the  Commission  approves  the  award  of  EJ  grants,  totaling  $164,503  to  be 
disbursed  during  FY  2010-11  and  FY  2011-2012,  to  the  following  organizations: 

Bret  Harte  Elementary  School,  Parent  Teachers  Association  $ 50,000 

Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  $ 25,740 

Southeast  Food  Access  Working  Group  (fiscal  sponsor  BVHP  Foundation)  $ 35,000 
Urban  Sprouts  (fiscal  sponsor  Neighborhood  Parks  Council)  $ 53,763 


I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the  Enviromnent’s  Meeting  on 

,2010. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  PROGRAM 
FUNDING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  GRANT  AWARDS  (2010=2012) 


The  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  program  of  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE) 
issued  a Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  on  January  15,  2010.  Ten  grant  proposals  were  received  on 
February  22,  2010.  An  evaluation  panel  comprised  of  three  members  reviewed  the  10  grant 
proposals.  Of  the  10  grant  proposals,  4 received  a score  of  70  or  higher,  based  on  a scoring  system  of 
1 00  total  points.  SFE  invited  the  4 applicants  with  the  strongest  proposals  to  oral  interviews.  Based 
on  the  evaluation  of  the  written  proposals  and  oral  interviews,  SFE  recommends  that  the  Commission 
on  the  Environment  approve  the  following  EJ  grant  awards,  for  a combined  total  grant  amount  of 
$164,503  that  will  be  disbursed  over  a two-year  period  (covering  FY  2010-11  and  FY  2011-12). 

Bret  Harte  Elementary  School’s  Parents  Teacher  Association  (PTA)  - proposes  to  develop  and 
maintain  a gardening  project  at  the  school  campus  that  integrates  the  core  curriculum  (math,  science, 
language  arts)  with  hands-on  science  learning  and  gardening  lessons.  Students  enrolled  in  K-5th 
grades  participate  in  the  gardening  program  (approximately  260  students)  and  learn  about  the  life 
cycles  of  plants  and  animals  and  nutrition.  The  garden  educator  at  Bret  Harte  will  work  closely  with 
teachers,  parents  and  community  to  host  special  educational  garden  events  and  promote  healthy 
eating  and  active  living.  Recommended  award:  $50,000  to  be  allocated  over  2 years,  with  $25,000 
for  Year  1 and  $25,000  for  Year  2. 

Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  proposes  to  expand  and  maintain  a native  plant  nursery,  located 
at  the  Candlestick  State  Park  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood.  The  nursery  is  operated  by 
youth  interns  from  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  is  a collaborative  program  between  LEJ  and  the 
California  State  Parks  Foundation.  Recommended  award:  $25,740  for  one  year  (FY  2010-11) 

Urban  Sprouts  proposes  to  operate  and  maintain  a school  garden  and  a garden-based  environmental 
leadership  program  at  International  Studies  Academy  in  Potrero  Hill,  to  improve  youth  and  their 
families'  access  to  nutritious  and  fresh  produce  and  their  knowledge  of  gardening  and  local  food 
systems.  Educational  lessons  are  provided  on  a weekly  basis  during  the  school  year  to  middle  and 
high  school  students,  and  after  school  gardening  programs  and  workshops  are  offered  to  families 
volunteers.  Recommended  award:  $53,763  to  be  allocated  over  2 years,  with  $ 26,882  for  Year  1 
and  $26,881  for  Year  2. 

Southeast  Food  Access  Workgroup  (fiscal  sponsor  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Foundation  for 
Community  Improvement)  proposes  to  develop  and  operate  the  Food  Guardians  project,  to  increase 
the  capacity  of  local  residents  and  community  organizations  in  Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood 
to  advocate  for  easy  access  to  healthy  food,  develop  educational  experiences  that  support  the 
growing,  healthful  preparation  and  regular  consumption  of  healthy  food,  and  monitor  grocery  stores 
in  the  community.  Recommended  award:  $35,000  for  one  year  (FY  2010-11). 
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TUESDAY,  JULY  27,  2010,  5:00  P.M.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  416,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice- 
President),  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Johanna  Wald 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:08  p.m. 

Present:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok  (5:15)  and  Wald. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  23,  2010  Regular  Meeting  and  May  11,  2010  Rescheduled 
Meeting.  (Explanatory  Documents:  March  23  and  May  11, 2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  requested  that  the  March  23,  2010  meeting  minutes  section  about  the  landfill 
agreement  agenda  item  accurately  reference  where  appropriate  “winner  of  tentative  award”  and  not 
contract,  because  it  is  not  a winning  contract  until  the  Board  of  Supervisors  actually  approves  the  contract. 
Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  made  a point  of  order  that  meeting  minutes  are  supposed  to  reflect 
what  was  actually  stated  even  though  it  may  not  be  correct.  Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  he 
felt  it  would  be  acceptable  to  correct  the  meeting  minutes  based  on  the  intent  of  the  speaker. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  an  explanatory  footnote  would  be  possible  explaining  the  intent.  Deputy  City 
Attorney  Owen  stated  that  it  would  be  acceptable  to  add  a clarification  or  explanation  to  the  meeting 
minutes  if  requested  by  a Commissioner.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  amendments  to  page  9 of  the 
meeting  minutes  as  explained  in  the  motion  that  follows. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald,  second  by  Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis,  the  Meeting 
Minutes  amendments  to  page  9,  second  full  paragraph  were  approved  to  read  as  follows  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King)  (1)  first  sentence 
“Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  how  people  who  did  not  win  the  tentative  award  were  informed”;  (2) 
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second  sentence  “Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  issued  a letter  to  the  contractors 
who  did  not  win  the  tentative  award..”  and  (3)  tenth  sentence  “The  negotiating  team  with  Recology,  the 
winner  of  the  tentative  award...”  Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  concurring  with 
the  proposed  amendments  based  on  the  understanding  of  the  intent  of  the  speakers.  She  concurred  with 
the  Commission  Secretary’s  point  of  order  stating  that  parliamentary  procedure  calls  for  minutes  to  reflect 
what  was  actually  said,  whether  the  statements  are  correct  or  not. 

The  March  23,  2010  meeting  minutes  were  approved  with  amendments  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow, 
Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  May  11,  2010  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and 
Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Program  Accomplishments.  Sponsor:  Commission 
President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Robert  Haley,  Zero  Waste  Program  Manager  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  President  Tuchow  stated  that  he  is  proud  of  the  Department’s  Zero  Waste  program’s 
accomplishments  and  asked  Mr.  Haley  for  an  update  and  his  thoughts  on  how  to  better  communicate  the 
program’s  success  to  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  Mr.  Jack  Macy,  the  Department’s  Commercial  Zero  Waste  Coordinator  provided 
the  Commission  with  an  update  around  the  time  the  Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance  was 
approved  in  October  2009.  The  Ordinance  has  been  extremely  successful  and  is  the  biggest 
accomplishment  for  zero  waste  in  San  Francisco.  The  Department  is  working  hard  to  fully  implement  the 
Ordinance  as  it  is  a big  undertaking,  and  there  has  been  quite  a bit  of  progress  and  positive  impact  from 
this  policy.  There  was  really  good  press  on  the  adoption  of  the  Ordinance  since  it  went  into  effect.  The 
Ordinance  generated  huge  enthusiasm  and  response  from  the  public,  and  huge  increases  in  recycling  and 
even  more  so  in  composting  have  been  seen.  People  are  requesting  service  and  there  have  been  big 
increases  in  participation.  Recology,  who  is  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  primary  partner,  and  the 
Department  are  still  receiving  lots  of  calls. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  program  implementation  is  in  progress  for  different  businesses,  City  departments, 
and  residents,  and  education  is  being  offered  to  a lot  of  people  as  to  how  to  use  the  programs.  In  order  to 
lead  by  example,  ensuring  compliance  with  the  programs  started  with  the  highest-profile  larger  City 
government  departments  and  facilities,  including  the  entire  Civic  Center  complex.  Every  building  in  this 
area  has  recycling  and  composting.  Over  4000  City  employees  were  trained  resulting  in  a savings  to  the 
City  of  over  half  a million  dollars,  and  that  was  just  in  the  last  year.  Ten  thousand  employees  were  trained 
in  the  last  couple  of  years,  which  involved  quite  a bit  of  effort.  There  are  still  some  smaller  facilities  that 
need  work,  e.g.,  recreation  centers,  etc. 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  and  EnvironmentNow  program  staff  have  looked  in  about 
30,000  curbside  bins  to  see  what  is  there  and  providing  feedback  to  the  residents  as  to  the  proper 
materials  being  there  or  not.  One  of  the  successes  was  bringing  the  Bayview  neighborhood  that  was 
previously  at  below  the  citywide  average  diversion  rate,  up  to  average.  There  has  been  work  with  about 
300  apartment  buildings  directly,  which  encompasses  about  21,000  units.  Credit  was  also  given  to  Mr. 
Steven  Chiv  who  put  good  effort  into  the  success  of  the  program.  He  reported  that  as  a result  of  program 
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implementation  into  two  of  the  largest  apartment  complexes  in  San  Francisco,  Park  Merced  and  Golden 
Gateway,  and  a number  of  other  large  complexes,  the  number  of  apartments  composting  has  tripled. 
Approximately  4000  buildings  in  the  past  year  have  been  added.  The  average  building  could  have  ten 
units,  which  includes  a huge  number  of  people. 

Mr.  Haley  stated  that  the  department  has  worked  with  more  than  100  of  the  largest  events  in  the  City  to 
reach  higher  diversion.  Events  are  complicated  and  challenging,  but  two-thirds  of  those  achieved 
diversion  over  50%  which  is  good  for  an  event,  and  we  are  starting  to  see  composting  at  all  events.  He 
would  like  to  do  better  than  50%.  The  Zero  Waste  team,  EnvironmentNow  and  the  Department’s 
consultant  ESA  directly  assisted  800  commercial  accounts,  which  include  some  of  the  largest  accounts  in 
the  City  such  as  Stonestown  (one  account  that  is  an  entire  shopping  mall  with  a huge  number  of 
generators)  and  trained  over  a 1000  people  in  recycling  or  composting  in  the  last  year.  Two  thousand 
businesses  started  composting  in  the  last  year.  That  is  a 50%  increase  in  businesses  doing  composting  in 
a relatively  short  amount  of  time. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  staff  had  visited  approximately  4000  food  establishments  to  discuss  the  Food 
Service  Waste  Reduction  ordinance  (the  Styrofoam  ban).  Mr.  Alex  Dmitriew  visited  almost  3000  on  his 
bicycle  by  himself  and  we  have  achieved  over  96%  compliance  with  the  Ordinance,  so  people  in  San 
Francisco  should  not  see  Styrofoam  in  food  establishments  anymore — it  should  all  be  recyclable  or 
compostable.  Overall,  compostables  collected  by  Recology  have  increased  by  45%  since  the  Mandatory 
Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance  has  passed.  The  number  increased  from  400  tons  per  day  to  580 
tons  per  day,  which  is  a huge  amount  of  material.  Recycling  has  been  relatively  flat,  but  the  ratio  of 
recycling  to  trash  increased  17%.  To  have  an  economy  where  overall  generation  is  declining,  but  recycling 
staying  flat,  and  composting  skyrocketing  is  a remarkable  achievement  for  this  period. 

The  Zero  Waste  and  EnvironmentNow  staff  contacted  850  architects  and  others  about  the  Construction 
and  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  ordinance.  The  Styrofoam,  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  and, 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinances  are  powerful  tools.  Staff  has  registered  over  350 
transporters  and  conducted  100  construction  site  visits.  Debris  to  landfill  has  been  reduced  by  20%,  which 
is  20%  beyond  the  economic  decline  in  construction.  That  represents  about  15,000  tons  in  the  last  year, 
which  is  a lot  of  material  and  is  close  to  a diversion  point.  This  has  been  the  best  year  ever.  These 
achievements  would  not  have  happened  without  nation  leading  laws  like  the  Mandatory  Recycling  and 
Composting  Ordinance  and  efforts  of  the  Zero  Waste  team,  Environment  Now,  Recology,  ESA,  and  a lot  of 
other  participants,  e.g.,  Outreach,  Building  Managers.  It  is  hoped  that  the  Mayor  will  announce  the  new 
diversion  rate  in  the  next  month,  which  is  significantly  higher  than  the  current  rate  of  72%. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  what  the  72%  diversion  rate  consists  of.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  is  the 
total  generation  citywide  that  follows  a state  formula  and  includes  all  the  sectors,  residential,  commercial, 
and  City  government.  It  is  72%  of  all  that  is  thrown  away  and  includes  all  types  of  activity,  but  only  half  of 
the  construction  and  demolition  material,  and  it  is  an  impressive  number.  Commissioner  Tuchow  offered 
his  congratulations  on  the  success  of  the  program. 

Commissioner  Wald  offered  her  congratulations  on  the  fabulous  program  to  the  Zero  Waste  and 
EnvironmentNow  program  staff  and  to  the  entire  team.  She  stated  that  it  is  wonderful  to  hear  about  the 
remarkable  accomplishments  year  after  year  since  she  joined  the  Commission.  As  Commissioner  Tuchow 
stated,  it  is  a fact  that  most  San  Franciscans  do  not  know  about  the  accomplishments  of  this  program  and 
do  not  know  what  they  themselves  have  done  to  advance  the  goals  of  the  City  and  Department.  She  asked 
whether  it  might  be  possible  to  annually  include  a statement  in  the  Recology  bills  similar  to  inserts  received 
in  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  bills  that  reports  what  the  City  has  accomplished  during  the  preceding 
twelve  months.  That  way,  people  will  be  able  to  share  in  the  accomplishments  of  the  Department,  the 
team,  and  all  of  us  and  feel  a sense  of  pride  in  what  they  have  been  able  to  do.  It  is  that  link  between  the 
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work  staff  is  doing  and  the  awareness  of  City  residents  that  she  would  like  to  see  strengthened.  Mr.  Haley 
stated  that  he  feels  the  inserts  are  a good  idea  that  have  been  included  in  the  past,  and  would  look  at 
another  billing  cycle.  He  stated  that  a newsletter  is  included  with  each  billing.  Once  the  Mayor  makes  an 
announcement,  we  would  try  to  get  a lot  of  press  at  an  event,  put  the  announcement  in  the  newsletter,  on 
the  web,  and  other  places  that  Mr.  Westlund,  Outreach  Manager,  may  have  ideas  for.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  highlighting  cumulative  accomplishments. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  adding  information  in  the  Recology  bill  is  an  effective  mechanism 
indicating  that  is  where  she  saw  that  ParkMerced  is  the  largest  apartment  complex  that  is  trying  to  be  as 
sustainable  as  possible.  She  inquired  about  how  the  half  million  dollars  was  saved  and  calculated.  Mr. 
Haley  stated  that  this  figure  resulted  from  City  department  efforts  to  reduce  their  trash  service.  When  you 
add  composting  and  recycling,  you  can  cut  back  on  the  trash.  In  San  Francisco,  you  mostly  pay  for  your 
trash  and  not  recycling  and  composting.  In  some  cases,  City  departments  have  unnecessary  trash  service 
which  they  don’t  need  in  the  first  place,  and  staff  is  pointing  it  out.  In  some  cases,  there  are  purchasing 
reductions  through  paper  use  reduction,  mandating  double-sided  copying,  linking  copiers,  and  buying  less 
paper.  Commissioner  Martin  also  suggested  communicating  to  renters  who  are  participating  but  may  not 
see  the  bill. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  reuse  is  tracked,  e.g.  people  taking  items  to  Goodwill,  selling 
through  a garage  sale.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  figure  is  encapsulated  in  the  diversion  rate.  There  are 
different  ways  to  calculate  diversion.  In  the  past,  a study  was  done  tracking  reuse  that  is  quite  time- 
consuming  and  expensive.  This  was  when  the  state  required  the  Department  to  calculate  a diversion  rate. 
The  reuse  figure  was  not  enormous,  but  it  was  significant.  Now  the  state  has  shifted  to  a disposal  basis. 
When  a 75%  diversion  rate  is  achieved,  we  will  only  focus  on  disposal,  which  is  an  easier  number  to 
review.  By  measuring  disposal,  reuse  is  being  tracked  because  it  is  not  being  disposed  of  at  least  the  first 
time  around.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  was  an  educational  message  that  could  be  relayed  to 
the  public  about  reuse.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  there  are  waste  prevention  and  reuse  messages  being 
relayed,  e.g.  the  “Bring  your  own  bag”  campaign.  More  can  be  done  and  discussions  are  being  held.  He 
stated  that  staff  recently  held  a Zero  Waste  retreat  and  talked  about  reuse  in  the  construction  industry  and 
other  places,  which  they  would  like  to  heighten. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  concurred  with  Commissioner  Wald’s  suggestion  about  publicizing 
accomplishments  more  toward  all  San  Franciscans  so  we  can  all  collectively  be  recognized  for  this  great 
accomplishment.  She  stated  that  she  is  pleased  to  see  the  acknowledgement  of  the  hard  work  of  staff, 
such  as  Mr.  Chiv  who  she  met  as  a volunteer  intern  and  who  is  now  playing  a critical  role,  Mr.  Dmitriew’s 
efforts,  Mr.  Haley,  and  everyone  on  the  Zero  Waste  and  EnvironmentNow  staff.  She  stated  that  the 
Mayor’s  Office  should  be  kept  apprised  to  make  sure  staff  receives  the  recognition  it  deserves. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  how  the  program  compares  with  other  communities  because  he  has  heard 
that  San  Francisco  is  in  the  forefront  of  municipalities  around  the  country.  Is  our  diversion  rate  better  than 
others  and  where  does  San  Francisco  stand  in  the  hierarchy?  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  different  places 
calculate  rates  differently.  San  Francisco  has  the  highest  diversion  rate  for  a City.  There  are  some 
suburban  communities  that  have  rates  that  are  just  as  high  because  they  have  a lot  of  yard  trimmings 
which  allows  them  to  reach  a higher  diversion  rate.  Company  towns  that  have  a lot  of  forest  products  or 
fish  processing  have  quite  high  diversion  rates,  but  for  a complex  large  city,  San  Francisco  is  doing  the 
best  in  the  country  and  continuing  to  move  forward. 

5.  Report  on  the  Progress  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  EnvironmentNow  Program.  Sponsor: 
Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Donnie  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator 
(Explanatory  Document:  EnvironmentNow  Program  Presentation  to  Commission)  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion) 
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Mr.  Oliveira  acknowledged  the  EnvironmentNow  program  staff,  many  of  which  were  in  attendance  for  the 
meeting.  He  discussed  pragmatic  program  goals  that  include  (see  explanatory  document  for  additional 
information): 

• Creating  and  implementing  job  training  that  creates  a new  mechanism  for  developing  environmental 
stewards  and  preparing  participants  for  the  green  economy  and  associated  jobs  in  a short  amount  of 
time. 

• Promoting  outreach  that  creates  awareness,  information  dissemination  of  policies,  behavior  change 
and  best  practices  on  City  programs. 

• Combining  goals  with  Department  program  goals  to  expand  the  Department’s  ability  to  reach 
audiences. 

Mr.  Oliveira  presented  on  EnvironmentNow  staffs  work  and  tremendous  achievements  on  Department  of 
the  Environment  programs.  He  discussed  project  evolution,  steps  involved,  required  skills,  and  results 
achieved  for  Zero  Waste  programs  that  include  the  Green  Apartment  campaign,  Residential  Curbside 
campaign,  Bayview  Compost  campaign,  and  Zero  Waste  Commercial.  He  also  discussed 
EnvironmentNow’s  work  on  sixteen  additional  programs,  several  of  which  include  Energy  Watch,  Used 
Oil  Campaign,  School  Vehicle  Idle  Reduction,  Toxics  Collection  Outreach,  Clean-PowerSF  Awareness 
Campaign  in  conjunction  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Bayview  Food  Guardians 
Project  on  quality  food  access  for  Bayview  residents,  Zero  Waste  Special  Events,  Urban  Forestry  work 
such  as  planting  trees,  habitat  restoration,  etc.  He  commended  individual  program  staff  for  their  efforts 
learning  about  the  programs  and  disseminating  information  so  effectively  in  such  a short  amount  of  time. 

Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  he  is  proud  of  this  program  that  has  turned  a vision  of  100  people  walking  the 
streets  talking  about  environmental  programs  into  a reality.  He  explained  that  it  has  taken  a lot  of  work  to 
give  people  the  confidence  to  do  this  type  of  work  and  to  identify  the  projects  that  they  have  a passion 
for.  This  program  also  establishes  a path  for  people  for  their  future  careers.  There  are  currently  35  staff 
members  that  may  be  potentially  reduced  to  12  due  to  funding  constraints.  He  explained  that  there  is 
long-term  value  in  the  program  as  a grass  roots  component  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment. 
Program  staff  is  reaching  populations  that  may  not  have  been  reached  otherwise,  and  there  is  much 
more  work  that  has  to  be  done.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  he  would  be  willing  to  expand  the  team  if 
necessary. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  Mr.  Oliveira  and  his  entire  team  for  their  fantastic  work.  He  stated  that  as 
part  of  this  presentation,  it  was  reported  that  the  program  has  brought  the  Department  to  scale.  There 
were  lots  of  communities  that  were  not  effectively  integrated  into  environmental  programs  effectively,  and 
in  a short  time  the  EnvironmentNow  team  has  achieved  this  effort.  When  talking  about  Zero  waste,  the 
team  has  played  a critical  role  in  increasing  compost  numbers  and  likewise  with  Energy  Watch  and  other 
programs  they  are  involved  in.  His  concern  is  on  how  to  create  a sustainable  program  where  people  are 
not  just  trained  for  a short  amount  of  time,  do  real  well  for  nine  months,  and  then  it  is  over.  He  asked  if 
there  are  funds  available  to  continue  the  program.  Mr.  Oliveira  thanked  Department  staff  that  had  been 
so  instrumental  in  making  the  projects  work  through  their  supervision  and  training  efforts  at  the  initial  start 
of  the  program.  He  acknowledged  the  EnvironmentNow  operational  staff  that  runs  the  program  on  a day- 
to-day  basis  for  their  phenomenal  work. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  because  of  this  program’s  success,  it  is  a number  one  priority  in  trying 
to  acquire  additional  funding  for.  He  explained  that  federal  funding  to  renew  the  program  was  approved 
by  the  House  but  not  by  the  Senate.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  Senate  will  approve  an  extension  to  the 
program,  but  there  will  be  another  effort  after  the  August  recess.  Recognizing  that  funding  may  not 
continue  in  terms  of  federal  subsidies,  he  has  been  working  to  identify  funding  to  keep  part  of  the 
program  going.  Through  reallocating  existing  funds  within  the  Department,  he  currently  has  enough 
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funding  for  sixteen  people  and  is  working  on  taking  two  other  approaches  to  expand  funding  beyond  that. 
He  met  with  the  Deputy  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  who  was 
receptive  to  a program  that  would  utilize  EnvironmentNow  staff  to  incorporate  water  messages  into  their 
outreach  message.  The  proposal  would  be  submitted  to  him  by  the  end  of  next  week. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  also  looking  for  other  grant  opportunities  to  help  pay  for  this 
program.  If  federal  subsidies  won’t  continue,  there  will  continue  to  be  a program,  but  not  at  the  same 
scale  as  there  is  currently.  He  explained  that  the  Human  Services  Agency  will  continue  to  provide  support 
services  after  September  30th  that  they  have  supplied  to  date  at  no  extra  charge.  He  explained  that  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  seems  to  be  the  only  City  department  that  is  reallocating  their  own 
resources  to  continue  the  JobsNow  program  after  September  30  when  federal  funding  runs  out.  He 
stated  that  he  would  do  as  much  as  possible  in  terms  of  acquiring  resources  to  support  this  program  on 
an  ongoing  basis  moving  forward. 

Commissioner  Martin  congratulated  Mr.  Oliveira  and  his  team  and  expressed  her  appreciation  for  their 
efforts.  She  stated  that  there  is  value  to  this  program  beyond  simple  employment  and  noted  an  inherent 
strength  of  the  program  is  to  provide  skills  and  opportunities  to  move  participants  forward  after  the 
duration  of  the  position.  Recognizing  the  economic  and  jobs  climate  and  the  value  of  the  program,  it  may 
be  a good  opportunity  to  work  in  volunteers  into  the  program  if  funding  is  not  available  to  pay  support 
staff.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  staff  is  helping  people  with  job  training  and  Resume  development,  and  that 
a couple  of  staff  members  have  actually  started  working  in  other  permanent  employment.  An  effort  is 
being  made  to  actively  find  people  places  in  the  work  community  that  are  stable  and  permanent.  Nine 
high  school  students  will  be  assisting  the  team  and  other  volunteers  will  be  sought  after.  He  explained 
that  the  Outreach  team  does  run  a volunteer  program  which  he  will  inquire  about.  Mr.  Oliveira 
acknowledged  that  it  is  important  to  have  a program  with  a clear  end  date  that  would  move  people  to  the 
next  job,  but  the  trick  is  to  make  sure  that  the  next  job  is  available. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  how  fortunate  the  City  is  to  have  this  program  and  hopes  that  it  will 
continue.  She  is  impressed  by  the  way  the  curriculum,  program,  and  training  has  evolved  and  is  excited 
about  how  the  team  goes  about  educating  people  about  what  goes  into  which  bin,  assessing  a whole 
system,  and  then  providing  information  through  this  assessment.  She  stated  that  she  has  a list  of  places 
that  staff  could  visit  to  do  an  analyses  on,  e.g.,  UCSF,  Kaiser.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she 
hopes  there  is  some  way  that  what  has  been  done  here  can  be  offered  or  replicated  nationally  with  other 
cities.  She  stated  that  she  has  had  personal  encounters  with  EnvironmentNow  staff  at  various  fairs,  such 
as  the  JobCorp  Green  Fair  on  Treasure  Island  and  was  impressed  by  their  enthusiasm,  people  skills, 
grasp  of  knowledge,  and  how  information  was  presented.  She  was  also  impressed  by  how  quickly  staff 
was  able  to  acquire  skills  and  share  them. 

Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  there  are  parts  of  the  program  that  can  be  replicated  across  the  country,  but  cited 
that  San  Francisco  unlike  other  cities  is  unique  in  that  it  has  embraced  the  environmental  movement  so 
passionately  that  it  would  present  a challenge  to  other  cities  without  having  the  same  type  of  Department 
staff  on  board.  He  stated  that  he  has  been  constantly  amazed  by  the  quick  development  of  the  team, 
their  ability  to  grasp  new  information  so  well,  articulate  it,  and  reach  people  where  a script  that  did  not 
make  sense  was  made  relevant  to  the  place  they  were  going.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  an 
effort  could  be  made  to  enlighten  other  departments  if  not  nationally.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  he  would  be  talking  to  other  departments  as  well. 

Commissioner  Wald  extended  her  congratulations  on  the  wonderful  program  and  thanked  the 
Environment  Now  staff  for  the  Commission  and  the  Department.  She  reported  that  a number  of 
Department  staff  have  told  her  how  great  it  has  been  to  work  with  Mr.  Oliveira  and  EnvironmentNow  staff. 
They  have  grown  and  learned  from  and  enjoyed  working  with  the  team  throughout  the  process. 
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Commissioner  Mok  congratulated  Mr.  Oliveira  and  his  team  for  all  of  their  hard  work  and  recognized  that 
it  was  not  easy  to  work  with  so  many  different  people  all  around  the  City.  He  asked  that  the  team  keep 
up  the  good  work  and  hopes  that  the  program  will  continue. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Steven  Chiv,  Department  of  the  Environment  Residential  Zero  Waste  Team,  stated  that  he  is  in  awe 
of  the  EnvironmentNow  program  staff.  From  a professional  level,  he  would  not  have  been  able  to  reach 
out  to  all  the  apartment  buildings  in  order  to  increase  recycling  and  composting  throughout  the  City  as 
they  have  done.  He  stated  that  working  in  multi-family  units  is  the  most  difficult  segment  in  any 
population,  especially  in  San  Francisco,  because  you  have  to  work  through  property  managers,  multi- 
languages,  access  issues,  etc.  He  stated  that  the  team  has  been  instrumental  in  increasing  diversion 
numbers.  On  a personal  level,  he  stated  that  he  would  have  like  to  have  the  opportunity,  similar  to  the 
EnvironmentNow  staff,  to  be  exposed  to  work  not  only  in  zero  waste,  but  in  energy,  clean  air,  urban 
gardening.  He  stated  that  he  is  pleased  to  hear  that  Acting  Director  Assmann  has  been  able  to  work  on 
increasing  the  number  of  staff  from  12  to  potentially  16. 

Ms.  Shawn  Rosenmoss  spoke  as  a member  of  the  public  and  as  Department  Manager  of  Grants  and 
Fundraising.  She  stated  that  EnvironmentNow  has  been  written  into  the  next  “Safe  Fruits  to  Schools” 
grant.  There  has  also  been  funding  identified  for  some  of  their  hours  in  the  next  two  years  working  on  the 
car-idling  reduction  program  and  promoting  car  pools  at  schools.  She  commended  Acting  Director 
Assmann  for  identifying  funding  opportunities.  She  stated  that  she  would  be  writing  EnvironmentNow 
staff  into  most  of  the  grant  proposals  because  it  is  such  a vital  part  of  the  Department’s  work.  She 
extended  her  commendation  for  the  work  accomplished  by  the  team  and  discussed  the  necessity  of  this 
type  of  program  to  reach  people  that  otherwise  would  not  have  been  reached. 

Mr.  Lee  Williams,  EnvironmentNow,  stated  that  he  has  worked  with  energy  efficiency,  green  apartments, 
and  other  programs  holding  presentations.  He  commended  Department  staff  such  as  Ms.  Rosenmoss, 
Ms.  Eng,  Mr.  Chiv,  Ms.  Ojea,  and  Mr.  Oliveira,  team  leaders,  and  others  for  instilling  the  whole  project  in 
his  team  and  stated  that  it  could  not  have  been  accomplished  without  them.  He  described  the  team’s 
efforts  providing  outreach  in  storms  because  they  saw  a need  for  the  city.  He  is  glad  to  hear  that  maybe 
there  are  four  more  positions  open  because  he  feels  that  this  City  needs  exactly  what  they  are  doing. 

The  EnvironmentNow  staff  is  doing  for  the  future  right  now.  What  was  done  in  the  past  is  over,  now  is 
what  counts  and  they  are  doing  it.  He  stated  that  staff  members  will  be  certified  and  able  to  reach  out 
and  teach  others  about  programs. 

Ms.  Niema  Hawkins,  EnvironmentNow,  thanked  staff  for  providing  training  on  all  aspects  of  the 
environment  in  everyday  life.  She  stated  that  she  takes  home  what  she  has  learned  about  eating 
healthy,  not  idling  her  car,  and  looking  at  the  bigger  facts  of  the  environment.  She  described  the  positive 
impact  that  this  program  has  had  on  Bayview  residents  who  do  not  know  about  composting  and  other 
environmental  programs.  As  a result  of  the  EnvironmentNow  staff  doing  the  footwork,  it  makes  people 
that  are  their  peers  to  do  the  same  thing.  She  is  proud  to  have  the  opportunity  to  do  the  work  and  teach 
San  Francisco. 

6.  Overview  of  Existing  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  Presentation 
on  New  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Programs,  Goals  and  Design.  Sponsor:  Commission  President 
Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  September  28,  2010  meeting. 
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7.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  Approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding 

Recommendations  for  Environmental  Justice  Grants.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director; 
Speaker:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Environmental 
Justice  Program  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  (2010-2012)  and  Draft  Resolution  File  No. 
2010-05-COE  and  Approved  Resolution  005-1 0-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Eng  commended  EnvironmentNow  staff  for  their  hard  work  and  dedication  that  is  a real  value  to  the 
Department.  She  reported  that  grant-award  selection  for  the  new  awards  was  a competitive  process  Four 
new  awards  were  recommended  for  Fiscal  Years  2010-201 1 and  2011-2012,  a two-year  term. 
Representatives  from  the  non-profit  organizations  were  present  to  answer  questions.  She  explained  that 
staff  conductedi  a robust  evaluation  process,  involving  a panel  of  readers  who  scored  written  proposals 
and  another  panel  that  conducted  oral  interviews  of  the  strongest  candidates.  Four  organizations  were 
selected  to  receive  the  new  awards  that  include  Bret  Harte  Elementary  School  PTA  for  their  school 
gardening  project;  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  to  expand  and  make  infrastructure  improvements  of  a 
native  plant  nursery  located  at  Candlestick  State  Park;  Urban  Sprouts  to  maintain  and  operate  a school 
garden  and  leadership  program  at  International  Studies  Academy;  and  Southeast  Food  Access  Workgroup 
(SEFA)  to  continue  operating  their  food  guardian  project  in  the  Bayview  neighborhood  to  promote 
nutritional  education  and  food  access.  (See  Explanatory  Document  for  detailed  grant  information). 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  how  the  four  grantees  were  selected.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  a Request 
for  Proposals  (RFP)  was  issued  in  January  2010,  and  ten  proposals  were  received  in  February  2010.  A 
panel  of  evaluators  scored  the  ten  proposals,  and  those  applicants  that  received  a written  combined 
average  score  of  70  points  or  higher  were  invited  and  attended  an  oral  interview.  Concerns  and  questions 
were  answered  at  this  time.  Based  on  the  ranking  of  the  written  and  oral  scores,  funding  recommendations 
were  made  based  on  available  funding.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  the  grants  program  has  been  operating  for 
ten  years  and  has  awarded  more  than  1 1 million  dollars,  and  that  this  would  be  the  last  funding  cycle  as 
available  grant  funding  is  running  out.  With  this  award,  there  will  be  some  funds  for  staffing  for  a couple  of 
years  to  manage  the  new  grant  awards.  Six  existing  grants  are  wrapping  up  from  a previous  funding  cycle. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  had  participated  in  a panel  several  years  ago  that  made  award 
recommendations  noting  how  detailed,  precise,  and  objective  the  process  is,  and  thanked  the  current 
panel  for  their  hard  work.  She  inquired  how  reporting  requirements  would  be  met  by  the  grantees  and  what 
kind  of  success  was  achieved  in  the  past  in  meeting  program  expectations  and  receiving  prompt  and 
thorough  reports.  She  stated  that  a report  at  the  completion  of  the  program  would  provide  an 
understanding  of  how  well  these  funds  were  spent  in  terms  of  the  difference  that  was  made  in  improving 
the  environment  and  to  the  people  involved.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  grant  recipients  are  required  to 
submit  quarterly  progress  reports  that  are  reviewed  by  staff,  and  if  there  are  questions  and  deficiencies, 
they  are  addressed  with  the  grantees.  A final  progress  report  summarizing  the  major  accomplishments  is 
prepared  at  the  end  of  the  grant  cycle.  Staff  also  does  a fair  amount  of  monitoring  and  hears  from  the 
grantees  on  a monthly  and  quarterly  basis.  Payment  of  invoices  is  tied  to  meeting  deliverables  and 
submission  of  progress  reports.  Grantees  are  provided  with  a small  advance  to  meet  immediate  expenses. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  has  been  thought  given  to  preparing  a report  relaying  what 
San  Francisco  has  accomplished  with  the  expenditure  of  the  1 1 million  dollars  over  the  past  ten  years. 

Ms.  Eng  stated  that  it  would  be  valuable  to  have  a final  report  that  highlights  the  accomplishments  and 
outcomes  of  the  grant  program.  She  reported  that  an  independent  evaluator  conducted  a review  of  35 
grant  awards  a couple  of  years  ago.  Staff  is  currently  keeping  track  of  progress  and  accomplishments  and 
would  assemble  a final  report  for  the  grant  program.  In  addition  to  seeking  Commission  approval,  staff 
goes  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Finance  Committee  on  an  annual  basis  to  report  what  is  being  done 
with  this  money. 
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Commissioner  Tuchow  asked  if  there  could  be  a linkage  in  work  currently  being  done  or  in  the  future 
between  the  Environmental  Justice  and  EnvironmentNow  programs.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that 
EnvironmentNow  staff  conducted  outreach  and  worked  closely  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  who 
had  been  funded  to  plant  trees  in  the  southeast  neighborhoods.  In  addition,  program  staff  also  provided 
outreach  on  nutrition  and  food  access  in  the  southeast  neighborhood  through  the  Food  Guardian  Project. 
Commissioner  Tuchow  suggested  that  staff  and  grantees  explore  ways  and  synergies  to  include 
EnvironmentNow  staff  in  their  programs  or  hiring  EnvironmentNow  staff  as  appropriate. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Cooper,  Executive  Director,  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  (LEJ),  reported  that  the  application 
process  was  simple,  but  that  there  was  a lot  of  effort  that  his  staff  put  into  the  preparation  of  the 
application.  He  explained  that  Department  staff  had  been  thorough  in  their  questions  that  were  offered  to 
LEJ.  Mr.  Cooper  stated  that  LEJ  had  identified  ways  to  work  with  the  Department  with  or  without  the 
funding  attached  to  their  proposal.  He  acknowledged  the  Department  as  being  the  primary  funder  and 
largest  supporter  of  the  Eco  Center  at  Herons  Head  Park.  The  project  also  had  the  support  of  the  Port  of 
San  Francisco  and  State  Coastal  Conservancy,  but  the  Department  was  the  biggest  investor  into  the 
project.  Mr.  Cooper  stated  that  Department  and  EnvironmentNow  have  been  engaged  not  only  in  LEJ 
work  but  in  Bayview  Hunters  Point  projects  that  he  has  been  involved  with  or  tracking.  Ms.  Eng  brought 
participants  of  the  program  to  see  the  Eco  Center  to  see  what  an  off-grade  educational  center  would  look 
like.  There  was  also  participation  in  the  People’s  Earth  Day  event,  which  was  a success.  He  expressed 
his  support  for  the  work  that  the  Department  is  doing  and  is  happy  to  answer  any  questions.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  proud  of  the  support  given  by  the  Department  and  Commission  to  the  Herons 
Head  Eco-Center  and  is  excited  about  the  ongoing  partnership  with  State  Parks  and  impressed  with  the 
work  that  has  been  done. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  Resolution  File  No.  2010-05- 
COE  approving  Environmental  Justice  Grant  awards  as  described  in  the  Environmental  Justice  Funding 
Recommendations  explanatory  document  was  approved  with  an  amendment  to  the  Resolution  heading 
line  2 to  read  “four  organizations”  (not  ten)  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis, 
Martin,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

8.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  Approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding 

Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste  Grants.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Department 
Speaker:  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising  and  Community  Partnerships 
(Explanatory  Document:  Zero  Waste  Program  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  (2010-2012), 
Draft  Resolution  File  No.  2010-06-COE,  and  Approved  Resolution  006-1 0-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Rosenmoss  reported  that  thirteen  Zero  Waste  grant  proposals  from  twenty-two  proposals  received  are 
being  recommended  to  the  Commission.  These  groups  scored  70  points  or  higher  and  went  through  an 
oral  interview.  She  explained  that  the  grant  process  is  committed  to  help  people  build  capacity.  The  RFP 
was  designed  to  look  like  a grant  that  the  San  Francisco  Foundation  or  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  would  offer,  so  grantees  can  really  do  a great  proposal  and  then  shop  for  services.  Ms.  Rosenmoss 
explained  that  there  is  so  much  that  the  Department  does  that  could  not  be  accomplished  without  all  of 
these  partners,  some  of  which  are  the  non-profits  being  funded  to  do  Zero  Waste  work.  She  pointed  out 
that  these  are  Zero  Waste  grants,  but  that  there  is  a tremendous  co-benefit  that  includes  job  preparation 
services,  getting  art  material  to  art  teachers  and  educators  that  do  not  have  the  funding,  helping  to  get 
access  into  apartment  buildings  to  do  energy  efficiency  work,  etc. 

Ms.  Rosenmoss  presented  on  the  Zero  Waste  grantees  and  their  projects  that  include:  The  Supportive 
Housing  Employment  Collaborative,  San  Francisco  Clean  City  Coalition,  Goodwill  Industries,  Garden  for 
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the  Environment,  San  Francisco  Conservation  Corp;  Fisherman’s  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District,  San 
Francisco  Community  Recyclers;  Asian  Inc.,  Grupo  de  la  Comida,  Jewish  Community  Center  of  SF, 
Scroungers  for  Reusable  Arts  Parts,  Connect  the  Dots.  (See  Explanatory  Document  “Funding 
Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste  Grants”  for  detailed  information.) 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  the  source  of  funding  for  the  zero  waste  grants  and  when  and  if  it 
expires.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  reported  that  funding  comes  from  the  Impound  Account  garbage  rates  to  do  all 
kinds  of  zero  waste  work  to  help  the  City  meet  its  zero  waste  goals.  Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about 
possible  synergies  with  the  EnvironmentNow  program.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  she  is  working  on  this 
effort  and  reported  that  most  of  these  sites,  especially  ones  called  dump-intervention  sites,  have  been 
field-trip  and  learning  sites.  For  example,  it  is  hard  to  fund  all  of  the  staff  that  SCRAP,  a non-profit 
organization,  needs  to  do  all  their  work,  so  it  is  a good  training  opportunity  for  EnvironmentNow  staff  to 
volunteer  there  to  help  do  the  sorting  of  material,  etc.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  she  is  trying  to  set  up  a 
process  to  funnel  some  of  these  staff  members  into  the  non-profits.  Connect  the  Dots  is  interested  in 
working  with  the  EnvironmentNow  team  to  help  with  paper  work  and  outreach  activities.  The  training  that 
EnvironmentNow  staff  receives  in  energy  efficiency  and  zero  waste  will  be  ideal  to  help  Connect  the  Dots. 
Commissioners  were  asked  to  send  ideas. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  Commission  received  an  appeal  letter  from  SCRAP  where  they 
entreat  the  Commission  to  provide  funding  of  $20,000  for  the  period  between  October  2010  and  July  201 1 
(see  explanatory  document  July  23,  2010  Letter  to  Commission).  She  inquired  whether  part  of  the  amount 
awarded  in  Fiscal  Year  2011-2012  could  be  split  in  half  so  SCRAP  could  receive  $20,000  in  Fiscal  Year 
2010-1 1 . Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  amount  per  fiscal  year  is  preset  and  could  not  be 
moved  from  one  fiscal  year  to  another  without  taking  it  from  another  award.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  explained 
that  Mr.  Drew  and  his  team  juggled  money  to  maximize  funding  to  as  many  groups  as  possible. 
Commissioner  Martin  pointed  out  that  three  other  recipients  would  be  receiving  funding  for  only  Fiscal  Year 
2010-1 1 and  none  in  the  following.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  no-one  received  the  entire  amount  they 
applied  for  and  that  there  was  negotiation.  The  RFP  states  that  the  Department  reserves  the  right  to  give 
people  less  than  what  they  ask. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Cara  Gurney,  EnvironmentNow,  stated  that  she  used  to  work  for  Supportive  Housing 
Employment  Collaborative,  and  explained  that  Community  Housing  Partnership  is  the  fiscal  sponsor.  It  is  a 
collaborative  of  six  different  supportive  housing  organizations.  She  stated  that  there  is  a cross-over  into 
other  opportunities  for  EnvironmentNow  staff.  Three  people  that  are  part  of  the  EnvironmentNow  team 
graduated  the  recycling  and  environmental  awareness  internship  and  now  have  the  opportunity  to  work  at 
events.  The  staff  members  currently  worked  at  the  “Up  Your  Alley”  event  and  received  compensation  for 
training  people  on  their  zero  waste  knowledge. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  Resolution  File  No.  2010-06-COE 
approving  Zero  Waste  grant  awards  as  described  in  the  “Funding  Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste 
Grants”  explanatory  document  was  approved  with  amendments  without  objection.  Amendments  include: 
line  12,  “Community  Housing  Partnership”  should  be  the  fiscal  sponsor  and  “The  Supportive  Housing 
Employment  Collaborative  (SHEC)”  should  be  added;  line  17,  “Fisherman’s  Wharf’  should  read 
“Fisherman’s  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District”  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok 
and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

9.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair  s Report  Highlights  of  the  July  21 , 2010  Meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  October  20,  2010 
Meeting. 
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Operations  Committee  Chair  Mok  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  July  21 , 2010  meeting 
(1)  heard  a presentation  by  Ms.  Tamar  Hurwitz,  School  Education  Manager,  on  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  School  Education  programs;  (1)  Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  an  update  on  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  lease  at  11  Grove,  space  and  reconfiguration  plans;  (3)  discussed  ways 
for  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committee  to  work  together  that  would  be  discussed  at  a future  meeting  of 
the  Commission.  The  next  Operations  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  October  20th. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  May  and  June  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  August  9,  2010 
meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Commissioner  Gravanis,  Policy  Committee  Vice-Chair,  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  held  two 
meetings  and  one  non-meeting  since  the  last  Commission  meeting.  At  the  May  10  meeting,  Ms.  Raphael 
provided  an  update  on  San  Francisco’s  Bisphenol  A Resolution  and  recent  state  and  national  efforts  on 
reducing  the  prevalence  of  BPA  in  our  environment.  The  second  item  in  May  was  an  update  by 
Department  Green  Building  staff,  Mr.  Hooper,  on  green  building-related  activities  in  new  and  existing 
buildings  in  the  public  and  private  sector.  He  talked  about  state  green  building  standards,  mandatory 
measures  that  are  not  mandatory  yet  in  San  Francisco,  but  will  be,  and  how  we  will  be  prepared  to  comply. 
He  provided  an  update  on  LEED  certifications  on  energy  star  buildings  in  San  Francisco  and  the  roll  out  of 
the  GreenFinanceSF  program. 

At  the  June  14  meeting,  the  Committee  discussed  doing  a follow-up  to  the  Outreach  Survey  to 
environmental  groups  that  was  sent  out  several  months  ago.  It  was  suggested  that  the  survey  be  sent  out 
to  a more  up-to-date  list  of  environmental  groups  in  the  city,  which  Ms.  Fish  is  working  on.  The  intent  is 
that  these  groups  can  be  contacted  when  there  is  an  agenda  item  that  may  be  relevant  to  their 
organization  so  they  can  provide  their  expertise  on  the  subject  matter.  Another  topic  of  discussion 
included  holding  Commission  meetings  in  various  communities  throughout  the  city  and  making  sure  that 
agendas  are  relevant  to  the  community.  The  Committee  also  discussed  long-term  agenda  setting  in  light 
of  the  Bylaws  provisions.  In  reviewing  those  provisions,  the  Committee  discovered  that  a few  of  the  duties 
were  not  relevant  to  the  Policy  Committee  and  an  overlap  was  identified  with  the  duties  of  the  Operations 
Committee.  A discussion  ensued  about  finding  ways  to  work  more  closely  with  the  Operations  Committee. 
The  Committee  may  be  coming  back  to  the  full  Commission  some  time  later  in  the  year  with  suggested 
changes  to  the  Bylaws  to  make  them  more  up  to  date  in  terms  of  what  the  Committees  should  be  working 
on.  At  that  meeting,  Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  a report  on  the  Earth  Day  breakfast  noting  that  it 
would  cost  about  $100  per  person  for  folks  to  attend  the  breakfast,  but  is  offered  for  free  because  of 
donations  received.  There  was  concern  about  the  appropriateness  of  big  corporate  sponsors  receiving  too 
much  time  on  the  microphone  to  talk  about  their  businesses  based  on  the  donation  they  were  making.  The 
intent  is  not  to  charge  people  $100  to  attend  the  breakfast,  so  future  plans  were  to  not  invite  the  corporate 
sponsors  to  come  to  the  microphone  and  give  more  time  to  recognize  green  business  awards  recipients 
and  Department  accomplishments. 

There  was  no  meeting  in  July  because  of  a lack  of  quorum  so  the  Committee  could  not  hold  a lengthy 
discussion  or  take  action  on  agenda  items,  but  presentations  were  given  by  two  of  the  presenters.  Ms. 
Bryant  of  Department  Zero  Waste  staff  reported  on  what  options  were  available  if  the  Commission  wishes 
to  pursue  the  idea  of  banning  the  sale  or  giveaway  of  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  at  events  held  on 
City  property.  A discussion  was  held  about  ways  to  write  into  the  lease  a requirement  about  how  that 
would  not  happen.  This  item  needs  more  discussion  on  how  to  make  sure  water  is  available  especially  at 
concerts  at  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  second  presentation  was  on  bird-friendly  building  facades.  The 
Planning  Department  is  reviewing  standards  to  make  sure  that  we  have  surfaces  on  our  buildings  that  are 
less  likely  to  result  in  birds  striking  them.  Many  birds  throughout  the  country  are  killed  by  flying  into 
reflective  surfaces  that  they  perceive  as  open  air  that  they  can  fly  into. 
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The  August  9 meeting  will  include  discussion  on  the  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  at  events, 
continuation  of  the  public  outreach  survey,  and  a report  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
Sustainability  Manager  on  sustainability  measures  pursued  by  the  school  district  and  ways  to  share 
resources  and  support  each  other  in  these  efforts. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  outreach  survey  should  be  shifted  to  the  Operations  Committee 
per  the  discussion  held  at  the  July  Operations  Committee  meeting  or  whether  this  agenda  item  could  be 
worked  on  in  tandem  with  both  Committees.  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Bylaws  state  that 
the  Operations  Committee  has  purview  over  outreach  and  communications  activities  of  the  Department. 

The  idea  was  entertained  that  this  agenda  item  could  go  to  Policy  since  there  was  a connection  about 
formulating  policies  and  figuring  out  how  to  convey  policies  to  the  general  public.  To  ensure  an  equitable 
distribution  of  workload,  it  was  agreed  that  outreach  should  go  to  Operations.  Still  pending  is  a discussion 
on  how  the  two  standing  committees  can  work  together  without  violating  Sunshine  Ordinance  laws  that 
restrict  three  commissioners  from  working  together  at  a meeting.  She  stated  that  it  is  appropriate  to  find 
some  way  to  have  the  Operations  Committee  involved  in  the  follow-up  to  the  survey.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  crafting  a mechanism  to  work  together  and  transferring  this  type  of  knowledge  at  Commission 
meetings.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  for  ideas  on  how  to  make  this  happen. 

11.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  presented  a written  report  of  all  communications  and  correspondence  transmitted  to  the 
Commissioners  since  the  March  23rd  Commission  meeting.  A written  update  on  all  City  legislation  since 
the  March  meeting  was  included  in  the  report  (see  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  explanatory  document). 

12.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 

Climate  Division,  Green  Building,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero 
Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  a written  report  on  Department  operations  (see  Explanatory  Document 
Director’s  Report)  and  an  overview  on  the  Department’s  Energy  Efficiency  program.  He  explained  that 
energy  efficiency  efforts  are  divided  into  two  areas: 

• The  Energy  Watch  program  that  is  funded  from  the  public  goods  charge  and  is  in  everyone’s  utility  bill. 
This  Fiscal  year,  there  will  be  about  $5  million  set  aside  for  that  program  and  is  running  at  a wonderful 
rate.  There  are  kilowatt  and  therm  savings  goals  attached  to  this  program.  The  three-year  goal  for 
therm  savings  was  met  in  six  months  this  year  and  is  running  far  ahead  of  schedule.  Goals  are  aided 
significantly  by  EnvironmentNow  staff  adding  to  the  program’s  capacity  by  going  door-to-door  to  boost 
the  program.  He  indicated  that  one  staff  person  is  leaving  and  there  would  be  recruitment  for  a 
replacement. 

• There  is  a series  of  energy  efficiency  grants,  most  of  which  are  stimulus-related  that  are  just  starting  to  j 
get  implemented.  There  are  about  two-  and  three-million  dollars  that  will  be  received  for  other  energy 
efficiency  work.  There  is  a program  to  replace  boilers  in  the  city.  An  engineer  has  been  hired  and  two 
projects  have  been  launched  for  that  program.  The  rest  is  in  the  formative  stages  since  approval  has 

not  been  received  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  all  the  programs  yet.  Another  five  staff  will  be  hired 
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to  work  on  energy  programs  over  the  next  six  to  eight  weeks.  A number  of  these  programs  will  not  be 
up  and  running  until  the  fall.  There  is  federal  stimulus  funding  for  the  Energy  Block  program  and 
retrofit  money  through  the  Energy  Commission. 

A full  report  will  be  provided  by  Mr.  Broomhead  at  the  September  28  Commission  meeting. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  growth  spurt  at  the  Department.  He  explained  that  the 
department  has  19  additional  staff  members  that  are  in  the  stage  of  being  recruited  or  hired.  If  you  include 
everyone  that  is  now  working  for  EnvironmentNow  and  current  staff,  the  total  is  138  staff  members. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  explained  that  conference  rooms  are  being  converted  into  work  space  and 
basement  space  is  being  leased  to  turn  into  two  conference  rooms.  The  third  floor  is  being  reconfigured  to 
make  room  for  more  people.  The  grand  total  of  people  at  1 1 Grove  will  be  96,  the  highest  number  the 
Department  has  ever  had  in  terms  of  staff.  He  stated  that  the  Department’s  budget  continues  to  grow.  Last 
week  received  word  that  three  new  grants  are  likely  to  be  approved.  One  is  an  appropriation  from  the 
federal  government  through  Senator  Boxer’s  Energy  Committee  that  could  give  another  $300,000  + for 
electric  vehicle  infrastructure  as  well  as  an  additional  million  dollars  for  electric  vehicles.  There  is  another 
$250,000  grant  from  the  Frank  Foundation  that  would  enable  the  City  to  reach  100%  renewable  energy  as 
a target.  He  explained  that  there  are  new  projects  in  the  pipeline,  growth,  and  growing  pains.  The  current 
lease  does  not  expire  until  May  2012,  so  the  Department  is  not  able  to  move  before  then.  He  stated  that 
he  will  start  negotiations  within  the  next  couple  of  months  with  the  Department  of  Real  Estate  for  new 
space  to  move  into  by  June  2012.  At  the  same  time,  other  contingencies  are  being  looked  at  in  case  there 
is  growth  in  the  interim  in  terms  of  overflow  space. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  news  report  about  a federal  lawsuit  involving  GreenFinanceSF. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  GreenFinanceSF  is  a PACE  program  that  would  amortize  the  cost 
of  efficiency  and  renewables  for  a homeowner  so  they  could  pay  it  back  over  the  course  of  years  through 
their  property  taxes.  The  issue  is  that  Freddie  Mac  and  Fannie  Mae  are  concerned  that  the  PACE 
programs  would  allocate  these  as  priority  items  and  hold  up  payments  to  the  mortgage  holder  or  bank,  so 
they  put  a stop  to  the  program.  There  are  legislative  fixes  that  hopefully  will  happen  in  the  next  month  or 
so.  In  the  meantime,  the  State  Attorney  General  has  sued  to  try  to  get  these  programs  going  all  over  the 
country.  It  is  a big  setback  and  the  Department  is  on  hold  until  alternatives  are  identified.  The  Department 
has  a full-time  staff  person  assigned  to  the  program,  and  funding  was  lined  up  (potentially  a $150  million 
program).  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  this  message  be  effectively  communicated  to  people 
interested  in  this  option  and  information  placed  on  the  web.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  is 
communication  with  everyone  that  has  applied  and  he  would  check  to  make  sure  it  is  on  the  website. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  whether  Acting  Director  Assmann  has  put  together  an  annual  agenda 
setting  list  for  the  Commission.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  July 
meeting  discussed  Commission  input  particularly  into  the  Strategic  Plan  development.  He  explained  that 
the  Department  has  a rolling  three-year  Strategic  Plan  for  the  next  three  years  every  year  that  it  is 
updated.  Ideally,  the  plan  is  in  place  every  year  by  July  1 for  the  next  three  years.  There  is  currently  a 
plan  in  place  for  the  next  two  years  after  this  year,  and  he  has  just  requested  that  work  be  started  into  the 
next  update  with  a deadline  of  late  August  for  a first  draft.  A Draft  Plan  will  be  presented  to  the 
Commission  for  their  September  meeting  for  input  before  the  Plan  is  finalized. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  Strategic  Plan  is  designed  to  provide  input  into  the  budget 
process,  which  is  submitted  to  the  Mayor  every  year  on  approximately  February  20  or  21 . If  the  Strategic 
Plan  is  presented  to  the  Commission  in  September,  input  could  be  incorporated,  and  a final  Plan  could  be 
presented  to  the  Commission  in  November  before  the  budget  is  finalized.  He  would  then  work  on  an 
accelerated  schedule  for  the  Plan  for  the  next  year  and  turn  it  around  in  the  next  six  months. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  a set  schedule  for  when  the  Commission/Committees  review  the  Strategic 
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Plan.  Budget,  and  other  standing  issues  on  an  annual  basis.  Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  he 
would  work  with  staff  to  prepare  the  schedule. 

13.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

14.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow 
announced  that  a Department  Director  selection  by  the  Mayor  not  been  formally  announced  and 
understands  that  a decision  would  be  made  soon.  He  stated  that  the  Mayor  indicated  that  each  of  the 
candidates  had  meaningful  meetings  with  him,  and  he  appreciates  the  selection  of  candidates  that  were 
sent  to  him  for  an  interview. 

15.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Commissioner 
Tuchow  stated  that  the  September  Commission  meeting  would  include  an  Energy  Efficiency  update,  the 
Strategic  Plan;  and  possibly  a Bylaws  discussion  on  roles  and  responsibilities  of  standing  committees  with 
input  from  Commissioner  Gravanis.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  communication  between  the  two 
committees  could  be  accommodated  within  the  Committee  reports  already  on  the  standing  agendas,  and  a 
discussion  could  be  held  on  how  to  use  these  sections  effectively  to  issue  reports.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  the  Bylaws  suggest  that  the  two  Committees  work  together  on  specific  issues  and 
suggested  that  a separate  action  agenda  item  be  scheduled  to  discuss  how  the  two  Committees  could 
work  together  so  that  recommendations  could  be  made.  She  suggested  that  it  may  be  better  for  the 
Committees  to  work  together  by  having  one  member  from  each  Committee  work  with  staff  and  then  make 
recommendations  to  the  Commission  for  further  discussion.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  either  the 
Chair  could  meet  with  one  member  of  each  Committee  or  the  Chair  could  appoint  a member  from  each 
Committee  to  meet.  Commissioner  Mok  suggested  that  the  Committee  read  each  others  reports  to  gain  a 
better  understanding  of  each  others  issues  and  then  schedule  discussions  as  appropriate.  Ms.  Fish  read 
the  Bylaws  section  Commissioner  Gravanis  was  referring  to  that  states  “The  Policy  and  Operations 
Committees  and  Director  will  work  together  to  develop  recommendations  about  restructuring  of 
environmental  programs  and  activities  within  the  City  agencies  and  departments.”  Commissioner  Tuchow 
stated  that  he  is  restricted  from  attending  Committee  meetings  because  of  quorum  requirements  and 
asked  to  be  kept  apprised  of  what  Commissioners  would  like  to  have  placed  on  the  agenda. 

16.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

17.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:26  p.m. 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  September  28,  2010,  5:00 
p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street, 

San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 
website  at  https://sites.qoogle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 
included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish&sfpov.orQ. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
Tel:  (415)  355-3709,  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved: 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice- 
President),  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:08  p.m. 

Present:  President  Tuchow,  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  Martin,  Mok  (5:15)  and  Wald. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  23,  2010  Regular  Meeting  and  May  11,  2010  Rescheduled 
Meeting.  (Explanatory  Documents:  March  23  and  May  11,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  requested  that  the  March  23,  2010  meeting  minutes  section  about  the  landfill 
agreement  agenda  item  accurately  reference  where  appropriate  “winner  of  tentative  award”  and  not 
contract,  because  it  is  not  a winning  contract  until  the  Board  of  Supervisors  actually  approves  the  contract. 
Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  made  a point  of  order  that  meeting  minutes  are  supposed  to  reflect 
what  was  actually  stated  even  though  it  may  not  be  correct.  Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  he 
felt  it  would  be  acceptable  to  correct  the  meeting  minutes  based  on  the  intent  of  the  speaker. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  an  explanatory  footnote  would  be  possible  explaining  the  intent.  Deputy  City 
Attorney  Owen  stated  that  it  would  be  acceptable  to  add  a clarification  or  explanation  to  the  meeting 
minutes  if  requested  by  a Commissioner.  Commissioner  Wald  suggested  amendments  to  page  9 of  the 
meeting  minutes  as  explained  in  the  motion  that  follows. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald,  second  by  Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis,  the  Meeting 
Minutes  amendments  to  page  9,  second  full  paragraph  were  approved  to  read  as  follows  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King)  (1)  first  sentence 
“Commissioner  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  how  people  who  did  not  win  the  tentative  award  were  informed”:  (2) 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  • Fax:  (415)  554-6393 
Email:  environment@sfgov.org  • www.sfenvironment.org 
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second  sentence  "Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Department  issued  a letter  to  the  contractors 
who  did  not  win  the  tentative  award  .”  and  (3)  tenth  sentence  “The  negotiating  team  with  Recology,  the 
winner  of  the  tentative  award.  . .”  Commission  Vice  President  Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  concurring  with 
the  proposed  amendments  based  on  the  understanding  of  the  intent  of  the  speakers.  She  concurred  with 
the  Commission  Secretary’s  point  of  order  stating  that  parliamentary  procedure  calls  for  minutes  to  reflect 
what  was  actually  said,  whether  the  statements  are  correct  or  not. 

The  March  23,  2010  meeting  minutes  were  approved  with  amendments  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow, 
Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  May  1 1 , 2010  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and 
Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Program  Accomplishments.  Sponsor:  Commission 
President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Robert  Haley,  Zero  Waste  Program  Manager  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  President  Tuchow  stated  that  he  is  proud  of  the  Department’s  Zero  Waste  program’s 
accomplishments  and  asked  Mr.  Haley  for  an  update  and  his  thoughts  on  how  to  better  communicate  the 
program’s  success  to  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  Mr.  Jack  Macy,  the  Department’s  Commercial  Zero  Waste  Coordinator  provided 
the  Commission  with  an  update  around  the  time  the  Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance  was 
approved  in  October  2009.  The  Ordinance  has  been  extremely  successful  and  is  the  biggest 
accomplishment  for  zero  waste  in  San  Francisco.  The  Department  is  working  hard  to  fully  implement  the 
Ordinance  as  it  is  a big  undertaking,  and  there  has  been  quite  a bit  of  progress  and  positive  impact  from 
this  policy.  There  was  really  good  press  on  the  adoption  of  the  Ordinance  since  it  went  into  effect.  The 
Ordinance  generated  huge  enthusiasm  and  response  from  the  public,  and  huge  increases  in  recycling  and 
even  more  so  in  composting  have  been  seen.  People  are  requesting  service  and  there  have  been  big 
increases  in  participation.  Recology,  who  is  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  primary  partner,  and  the 
Department  are  still  receiving  lots  of  calls. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  program  implementation  is  in  progress  for  different  businesses,  City  departments, 
and  residents,  and  education  is  being  offered  to  a lot  of  people  as  to  how  to  use  the  programs.  In  order  to 
lead  by  example,  ensuring  compliance  with  the  programs  started  with  the  highest-profile  larger  City 
government  departments  and  facilities,  including  the  entire  Civic  Center  complex.  Every  building  in  this 
area  has  recycling  and  composting.  Over  4000  City  employees  were  trained  resulting  in  a savings  to  the 
City  of  over  half  a million  dollars,  and  that  was  just  in  the  last  year.  Ten  thousand  employees  were  trained 
in  the  last  couple  of  years,  which  involved  quite  a bit  of  effort.  There  are  still  some  smaller  facilities  that 
need  work,  e.g.,  recreation  centers,  etc. 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  and  EnvironmentNow  program  staff  have  looked  in  about 
30,000  curbside  bins  to  see  what  is  there  and  providing  feedback  to  the  residents  as  to  the  proper 
materials  being  there  or  not.  One  of  the  successes  was  bringing  the  Bayview  neighborhood  that  was 
previously  at  below  the  citywide  average  diversion  rate,  up  to  average.  There  has  been  work  with  about 
300  apartment  buildings  directly,  which  encompasses  about  21 ,000  units.  Credit  was  also  given  to  Mr. 
Steven  Chiv  who  put  good  effort  into  the  success  of  the  program.  He  reported  that  as  a result  of  program 
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implementation  into  two  of  the  largest  apartment  complexes  in  San  Francisco,  Park  Merced  and  Golden 
Gateway,  and  a number  of  other  large  complexes,  the  number  of  apartments  composting  has  tripled. 
Approximately  4000  buildings  in  the  past  year  have  been  added.  The  average  building  could  have  ten 
units,  which  includes  a huge  number  of  people. 

Mr.  Haley  stated  that  the  department  has  worked  with  more  than  100  of  the  largest  events  in  the  City  to 
reach  higher  diversion.  Events  are  complicated  and  challenging,  but  two-thirds  of  those  achieved 
diversion  over  50%  which  is  good  for  an  event,  and  we  are  starting  to  see  composting  at  all  events.  He 
would  like  to  do  better  than  50%.  The  Zero  Waste  team,  EnvironmentNow  and  the  Department’s 
consultant  ESA  directly  assisted  800  commercial  accounts,  which  include  some  of  the  largest  accounts  in 
the  City  such  as  Stonestown  (one  account  that  is  an  entire  shopping  mall  with  a huge  number  of 
generators)  and  trained  over  a 1000  people  in  recycling  or  composting  in  the  last  year.  Two  thousand 
businesses  started  composting  in  the  last  year.  That  is  a 50%  increase  in  businesses  doing  composting  in 
a relatively  short  amount  of  time. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  staff  had  visited  approximately  4000  food  establishments  to  discuss  the  Food 
Service  Waste  Reduction  ordinance  (the  Styrofoam  ban).  Mr.  Alex  Dmitriew  visited  almost  3000  on  his 
bicycle  by  himself  and  we  have  achieved  over  96%  compliance  with  the  Ordinance,  so  people  in  San 
Francisco  should  not  see  Styrofoam  in  food  establishments  anymore — it  should  all  be  recyclable  or 
compostable.  Overall,  compostables  collected  by  Recology  have  increased  by  45%  since  the  Mandatory 
Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance  has  passed.  The  number  increased  from  400  tons  per  day  to  580 
tons  per  day,  which  is  a huge  amount  of  material.  Recycling  has  been  relatively  flat,  but  the  ratio  of 
recycling  to  trash  increased  17%.  To  have  an  economy  where  overall  generation  is  declining,  but  recycling 
staying  flat,  and  composting  skyrocketing  is  a remarkable  achievement  for  this  period. 

The  Zero  Waste  and  EnvironmentNow  staff  contacted  850  architects  and  others  about  the  Construction 
and  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  ordinance.  The  Styrofoam,  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  and, 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinances  are  powerful  tools.  Staff  has  registered  over  350 
transporters  and  conducted  100  construction  site  visits.  Debris  to  landfill  has  been  reduced  by  20%,  which 
is  20%  beyond  the  economic  decline  in  construction.  That  represents  about  15,000  tons  in  the  last  year, 
which  is  a lot  of  material  and  is  close  to  a diversion  point.  This  has  been  the  best  year  ever.  These 
achievements  would  not  have  happened  without  nation  leading  laws  like  the  Mandatory  Recycling  and 
Composting  Ordinance  and  efforts  of  the  Zero  Waste  team,  Environment  Now,  Recology,  ESA,  and  a lot  of 
other  participants,  e.g.,  Outreach,  Building  Managers.  It  is  hoped  that  the  Mayor  will  announce  the  new 
diversion  rate  in  the  next  month,  which  is  significantly  higher  than  the  current  rate  of  72%. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  what  the  72%  diversion  rate  consists  of.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  is  the 
total  generation  citywide  that  follows  a state  formula  and  includes  all  the  sectors,  residential,  commercial, 
and  City  government.  It  is  72%  of  all  that  is  thrown  away  and  includes  all  types  of  activity,  but  only  half  of 
the  construction  and  demolition  material,  and  it  is  an  impressive  number.  Commissioner  Tuchow  offered 
his  congratulations  on  the  success  of  the  program. 

Commissioner  Wald  offered  her  congratulations  on  the  fabulous  program  to  the  Zero  Waste  and 
EnvironmentNow  program  staff  and  to  the  entire  team.  She  stated  that  it  is  wonderful  to  hear  about  the 
remarkable  accomplishments  year  after  year  since  she  joined  the  Commission.  As  Commissioner  Tuchow 
stated,  it  is  a fact  that  most  San  Franciscans  do  not  know  about  the  accomplishments  of  this  program  and 
do  not  know  what  they  themselves  have  done  to  advance  the  goals  of  the  City  and  Department.  She  asked 
whether  it  might  be  possible  to  annually  include  a statement  in  the  Recology  bills  similar  to  inserts  received 
in  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  bills  that  reports  what  the  City  has  accomplished  during  the  preceding 
twelve  months.  That  way,  people  will  be  able  to  share  in  the  accomplishments  of  the  Department,  the 
team,  and  all  of  us  and  feel  a sense  of  pride  in  what  they  have  been  able  to  do.  It  is  that  link  between  the 
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work  staff  is  doing  and  the  awareness  of  City  residents  that  she  would  like  to  see  strengthened.  Mr.  Haley 
stated  that  he  feels  the  inserts  are  a good  idea  that  have  been  included  in  the  past,  and  would  look  at 
another  billing  cycle.  He  stated  that  a newsletter  is  included  with  each  billing.  Once  the  Mayor  makes  an 
announcement,  we  would  try  to  get  a lot  of  press  at  an  event,  put  the  announcement  in  the  newsletter,  on 
the  web,  and  other  places  that  Mr.  Westlund,  Outreach  Manager,  may  have  ideas  for.  Commissioner  Wald 
suggested  highlighting  cumulative  accomplishments. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  adding  information  in  the  Recology  bill  is  an  effective  mechanism 
indicating  that  is  where  she  saw  that  ParkMerced  is  the  largest  apartment  complex  that  is  trying  to  be  as 
sustainable  as  possible.  She  inquired  about  how  the  half  million  dollars  was  saved  and  calculated.  Mr. 
Haley  stated  that  this  figure  resulted  from  City  department  efforts  to  reduce  their  trash  service.  When  you 
add  composting  and  recycling,  you  can  cut  back  on  the  trash.  In  San  Francisco,  you  mostly  pay  for  your 
trash  and  not  recycling  and  composting.  In  some  cases,  City  departments  have  unnecessary  trash  service 
which  they  don’t  need  in  the  first  place,  and  staff  is  pointing  it  out.  In  some  cases,  there  are  purchasing 
reductions  through  paper  use  reduction,  mandating  double-sided  copying,  linking  copiers,  and  buying  less 
paper.  Commissioner  Martin  also  suggested  communicating  to  renters  who  are  participating  but  may  not 
see  the  bill. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  reuse  is  tracked,  e.g.  people  taking  items  to  Goodwill,  selling 
through  a garage  sale.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  figure  is  encapsulated  in  the  diversion  rate.  There  are 
different  ways  to  calculate  diversion.  In  the  past,  a study  was  done  tracking  reuse  that  is  quite  time- 
consuming  and  expensive.  This  was  when  the  state  required  the  Department  to  calculate  a diversion  rate. 
The  reuse  figure  was  not  enormous,  but  it  was  significant.  Now  the  state  has  shifted  to  a disposal  basis. 
When  a 75%  diversion  rate  is  achieved,  we  will  only  focus  on  disposal,  which  is  an  easier  number  to 
review.  By  measuring  disposal,  reuse  is  being  tracked  because  it  is  not  being  disposed  of  at  least  the  first 
time  around.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  was  an  educational  message  that  could  be  relayed  to 
the  public  about  reuse.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  there  are  waste  prevention  and  reuse  messages  being 
relayed,  e.g.  the  “Bring  your  own  bag”  campaign.  More  can  be  done  and  discussions  are  being  held.  He 
stated  that  staff  recently  held  a Zero  Waste  retreat  and  talked  about  reuse  in  the  construction  industry  and 
other  places,  which  they  would  like  to  heighten. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  concurred  with  Commissioner  Wald’s  suggestion  about  publicizing 
accomplishments  more  toward  all  San  Franciscans  so  we  can  all  collectively  be  recognized  for  this  great 
accomplishment.  She  stated  that  she  is  pleased  to  see  the  acknowledgement  of  the  hard  work  of  staff, 
such  as  Mr.  Chiv  who  she  met  as  a volunteer  intern  and  who  is  now  playing  a critical  role,  Mr.  Dmitriew’s 
efforts,  Mr.  Haley,  and  everyone  on  the  Zero  Waste  and  EnvironmentNow  staff.  She  stated  that  the 
Mayor’s  Office  should  be  kept  apprised  to  make  sure  staff  receives  the  recognition  it  deserves. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  how  the  program  compares  with  other  communities  because  he  has  heard 
that  San  Francisco  is  in  the  forefront  of  municipalities  around  the  country.  Is  our  diversion  rate  better  than 
others  and  where  does  San  Francisco  stand  in  the  hierarchy?  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  different  places 
calculate  rates  differently.  San  Francisco  has  the  highest  diversion  rate  for  a City.  There  are  some 
suburban  communities  that  have  rates  that  are  just  as  high  because  they  have  a lot  of  yard  trimmings 
which  allows  them  to  reach  a higher  diversion  rate.  Company  towns  that  have  a lot  of  forest  products  or 
fish  processing  have  quite  high  diversion  rates,  but  for  a complex  large  city,  San  Francisco  is  doing  the 
best  in  the  country  and  continuing  to  move  forward. 

5.  Report  on  the  Progress  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  EnvironmentNow  Program.  Sponsor: 
Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Donnie  Oliveira,  Green  Jobs  Coordinator 
(Explanatory  Document:  EnvironmentNow  Program  Presentation  to  Commission)  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion) 
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Mr.  Oliveira  acknowledged  the  EnvironmentNow  program  staff,  many  of  which  were  in  attendance  for  the 
meeting.  He  discussed  pragmatic  program  goals  that  include  (see  explanatory  document  for  additional 
information): 

• Creating  and  implementing  job  training  that  creates  a new  mechanism  for  developing  environmental 
stewards  and  preparing  participants  for  the  green  economy  and  associated  jobs  in  a short  amount  of 
time. 

• Promoting  outreach  that  creates  awareness,  information  dissemination  of  policies,  behavior  change 
and  best  practices  on  City  programs. 

• Combining  goals  with  Department  program  goals  to  expand  the  Department’s  ability  to  reach 
audiences. 

Mr.  Oliveira  presented  on  EnvironmentNow  staff’s  work  and  tremendous  achievements  on  Department  of 
the  Environment  programs.  He  discussed  project  evolution,  steps  involved,  required  skills,  and  results 
achieved  for  Zero  Waste  programs  that  include  the  Green  Apartment  campaign,  Residential  Curbside 
campaign,  Bayview  Compost  campaign,  and  Zero  Waste  Commercial.  He  also  discussed 
EnvironmentNow’s  work  on  sixteen  additional  programs,  several  of  which  include  Energy  Watch,  Used 
Oil  Campaign,  School  Vehicle  Idle  Reduction,  Toxics  Collection  Outreach,  Clean-PowerSF  Awareness 
Campaign  in  conjunction  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Bayview  Food  Guardians 
Project  on  quality  food  access  for  Bayview  residents,  Zero  Waste  Special  Events,  Urban  Forestry  work 
such  as  planting  trees,  habitat  restoration,  etc.  He  commended  individual  program  staff  for  their  efforts 
learning  about  the  programs  and  disseminating  information  so  effectively  in  such  a short  amount  of  time. 

Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  he  is  proud  of  this  program  that  has  turned  a vision  of  100  people  walking  the 
streets  talking  about  environmental  programs  into  a reality.  He  explained  that  it  has  taken  a lot  of  work  to 
give  people  the  confidence  to  do  this  type  of  work  and  to  identify  the  projects  that  they  have  a passion 
for.  This  program  also  establishes  a path  for  people  for  their  future  careers.  There  are  currently  35  staff 
members  that  may  be  potentially  reduced  to  12  due  to  funding  constraints.  He  explained  that  there  is 
long-term  value  in  the  program  as  a grass  roots  component  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment. 
Program  staff  is  reaching  populations  that  may  not  have  been  reached  otherwise,  and  there  is  much 
more  work  that  has  to  be  done.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  he  would  be  willing  to  expand  the  team  if 
necessary. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  Mr.  Oliveira  and  his  entire  team  for  their  fantastic  work.  He  stated  that  as 
part  of  this  presentation,  it  was  reported  that  the  program  has  brought  the  Department  to  scale.  There 
were  lots  of  communities  that  were  not  effectively  integrated  into  environmental  programs  effectively,  and 
in  a short  time  the  EnvironmentNow  team  has  achieved  this  effort.  When  talking  about  Zero  waste,  the 
team  has  played  a critical  role  in  increasing  compost  numbers  and  likewise  with  Energy  Watch  and  other 
programs  they  are  involved  in.  His  concern  is  on  how  to  create  a sustainable  program  where  people  are 
not  just  trained  for  a short  amount  of  time,  do  real  well  for  nine  months,  and  then  it  is  over.  He  asked  if 
there  are  funds  available  to  continue  the  program.  Mr.  Oliveira  thanked  Department  staff  that  had  been 
so  instrumental  in  making  the  projects  work  through  their  supervision  and  training  efforts  at  the  initial  start 
of  the  program.  He  acknowledged  the  EnvironmentNow  operational  staff  that  runs  the  program  on  a day- 
to-day  basis  for  their  phenomenal  work. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  because  of  this  program’s  success,  it  is  a number  one  priority  in  trying 
to  acquire  additional  funding  for.  He  explained  that  federal  funding  to  renew  the  program  was  approved 
by  the  House  but  not  by  the  Senate.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  Senate  will  approve  an  extension  to  the 
program,  but  there  will  be  another  effort  after  the  August  recess.  Recognizing  that  funding  may  not 
continue  in  terms  of  federal  subsidies,  he  has  been  working  to  identify  funding  to  keep  part  of  the 
program  going.  Through  reallocating  existing  funds  within  the  Department,  he  currently  has  enough 
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funding  for  sixteen  people  and  is  working  on  taking  two  other  approaches  to  expand  funding  beyond  that. 
He  met  with  the  Deputy  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  who  was 
receptive  to  a program  that  would  utilize  EnvironmentNow  staff  to  incorporate  water  messages  into  their 
outreach  message.  The  proposal  would  be  submitted  to  him  by  the  end  of  next  week. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  also  looking  for  other  grant  opportunities  to  help  pay  for  this 
program.  If  federal  subsidies  won’t  continue,  there  will  continue  to  be  a program,  but  not  at  the  same 
scale  as  there  is  currently.  He  explained  that  the  Human  Services  Agency  will  continue  to  provide  support 
services  after  September  30th  that  they  have  supplied  to  date  at  no  extra  charge.  He  explained  that  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  seems  to  be  the  only  City  department  that  is  reallocating  their  own 
resources  to  continue  the  JobsNow  program  after  September  30  when  federal  funding  runs  out.  He 
stated  that  he  would  do  as  much  as  possible  in  terms  of  acquiring  resources  to  support  this  program  on 
an  ongoing  basis  moving  forward. 

Commissioner  Martin  congratulated  Mr.  Oliveira  and  his  team  and  expressed  her  appreciation  for  their 
efforts.  She  stated  that  there  is  value  to  this  program  beyond  simple  employment  and  noted  an  inherent 
strength  of  the  program  is  to  provide  skills  and  opportunities  to  move  participants  forward  after  the 
duration  of  the  position.  Recognizing  the  economic  and  jobs  climate  and  the  value  of  the  program,  it  may 
be  a good  opportunity  to  work  in  volunteers  into  the  program  if  funding  is  not  available  to  pay  support 
staff.  Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  staff  is  helping  people  with  job  training  and  Resume  development,  and  that 
a couple  of  staff  members  have  actually  started  working  in  other  permanent  employment.  An  effort  is 
being  made  to  actively  find  people  places  in  the  work  community  that  are  stable  and  permanent.  Nine 
high  school  students  will  be  assisting  the  team  and  other  volunteers  will  be  sought  after.  He  explained 
that  the  Outreach  team  does  run  a volunteer  program  which  he  will  inquire  about.  Mr.  Oliveira 
acknowledged  that  it  is  important  to  have  a program  with  a clear  end  date  that  would  move  people  to  the 
next  job,  but  the  trick  is  to  make  sure  that  the  next  job  is  available. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  how  fortunate  the  City  is  to  have  this  program  and  hopes  that  it  will 
continue.  She  is  impressed  by  the  way  the  curriculum,  program,  and  training  has  evolved  and  is  excited 
about  how  the  team  goes  about  educating  people  about  what  goes  into  which  bin,  assessing  a whole 
system,  and  then  providing  information  through  this  assessment.  She  stated  that  she  has  a list  of  places 
that  staff  could  visit  to  do  an  analyses  on,  e.g.,  UCSF,  Kaiser.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she 
hopes  there  is  some  way  that  what  has  been  done  here  can  be  offered  or  replicated  nationally  with  other 
cities.  She  stated  that  she  has  had  personal  encounters  with  EnvironmentNow  staff  at  various  fairs,  such 
as  the  JobCorp  Green  Fair  on  Treasure  Island  and  was  impressed  by  their  enthusiasm,  people  skills, 
grasp  of  knowledge,  and  how  information  was  presented.  She  was  also  impressed  by  how  quickly  staff 
was  able  to  acquire  skills  and  share  them. 

Mr.  Oliveira  stated  that  there  are  parts  of  the  program  that  can  be  replicated  across  the  country,  but  cited 
that  San  Francisco  unlike  other  cities  is  unique  in  that  it  has  embraced  the  environmental  movement  so 
passionately  that  it  would  present  a challenge  to  other  cities  without  having  the  same  type  of  Department 
staff  on  board.  He  stated  that  he  has  been  constantly  amazed  by  the  quick  development  of  the  team, 
their  ability  to  grasp  new  information  so  well,  articulate  it,  and  reach  people  where  a script  that  did  not 
make  sense  was  made  relevant  to  the  place  they  were  going.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  an 
effort  could  be  made  to  enlighten  other  departments  if  not  nationally.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  he  would  be  talking  to  other  departments  as  well. 

Commissioner  Wald  extended  her  congratulations  on  the  wonderful  program  and  thanked  the 
Environment  Now  staff  for  the  Commission  and  the  Department.  She  reported  that  a number  of 
Department  staff  have  told  her  how  great  it  has  been  to  work  with  Mr.  Oliveira  and  EnvironmentNow  staff. 
They  have  grown  and  learned  from  and  enjoyed  working  with  the  team  throughout  the  process. 
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Commissioner  Mok  congratulated  Mr.  Oliveira  and  his  team  for  all  of  their  hard  work  and  recognized  that 
it  was  not  easy  to  work  with  so  many  different  people  all  around  the  City.  He  asked  that  the  team  keep 
up  the  good  work  and  hopes  that  the  program  will  continue. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Steven  Chiv,  Department  of  the  Environment  Residential  Zero  Waste  Team,  stated  that  he  is  in  awe 
of  the  EnvironmentNow  program  staff.  From  a professional  level,  he  would  not  have  been  able  to  reach 
out  to  all  the  apartment  buildings  in  order  to  increase  recycling  and  composting  throughout  the  City  as 
they  have  done.  He  stated  that  working  in  multi-family  units  is  the  most  difficult  segment  in  any 
population,  especially  in  San  Francisco,  because  you  have  to  work  through  property  managers,  multi- 
languages, access  issues,  etc.  He  stated  that  the  team  has  been  instrumental  in  increasing  diversion 
numbers.  On  a personal  level,  he  stated  that  he  would  have  like  to  have  the  opportunity,  similar  to  the 
EnvironmentNow  staff,  to  be  exposed  to  work  not  only  in  zero  waste,  but  in  energy,  clean  air,  urban 
gardening.  He  stated  that  he  is  pleased  to  hear  that  Acting  Director  Assmann  has  been  able  to  work  on 
increasing  the  number  of  staff  from  12  to  potentially  16. 

Ms.  Shawn  Rosenmoss  spoke  as  a member  of  the  public  and  as  Department  Manager  of  Grants  and 
Fundraising.  She  stated  that  EnvironmentNow  has  been  written  into  the  next  “Safe  Fruits  to  Schools” 
grant.  There  has  also  been  funding  identified  for  some  of  their  hours  in  the  next  two  years  working  on  the 
car-idling  reduction  program  and  promoting  car  pools  at  schools.  She  commended  Acting  Director 
Assmann  for  identifying  funding  opportunities.  She  stated  that  she  would  be  writing  EnvironmentNow 
staff  into  most  of  the  grant  proposals  because  it  is  such  a vital  part  of  the  Department’s  work.  She 
extended  her  commendation  for  the  work  accomplished  by  the  team  and  discussed  the  necessity  of  this 
type  of  program  to  reach  people  that  otherwise  would  not  have  been  reached. 

Mr.  Lee  Williams,  EnvironmentNow,  stated  that  he  has  worked  with  energy  efficiency,  green  apartments, 
and  other  programs  holding  presentations.  He  commended  Department  staff  such  as  Ms.  Rosenmoss, 
Ms.  Eng,  Mr.  Chiv,  Ms.  Ojea,  and  Mr.  Oliveira,  team  leaders,  and  others  for  instilling  the  whole  project  in 
his  team  and  stated  that  it  could  not  have  been  accomplished  without  them.  He  described  the  team’s 
efforts  providing  outreach  in  storms  because  they  saw  a need  for  the  city.  He  is  glad  to  hear  that  maybe 
there  are  four  more  positions  open  because  he  feels  that  this  City  needs  exactly  what  they  are  doing. 

The  EnvironmentNow  staff  is  doing  for  the  future  right  now.  What  was  done  in  the  past  is  over,  now  is 
what  counts  and  they  are  doing  it.  He  stated  that  staff  members  will  be  certified  and  able  to  reach  out 
and  teach  others  about  programs. 

Ms.  Niema  Hawkins,  EnvironmentNow,  thanked  staff  for  providing  training  on  all  aspects  of  the 
environment  in  everyday  life.  She  stated  that  she  takes  home  what  she  has  learned  about  eating 
healthy,  not  idling  her  car,  and  looking  at  the  bigger  facts  of  the  environment.  She  described  the  positive 
impact  that  this  program  has  had  on  Bayview  residents  who  do  not  know  about  composting  and  other 
environmental  programs.  As  a result  of  the  EnvironmentNow  staff  doing  the  footwork,  it  makes  people 
that  are  their  peers  to  do  the  same  thing.  She  is  proud  to  have  the  opportunity  to  do  the  work  and  teach 
San  Francisco. 

6.  Overview  of  Existing  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  Presentation 
on  New  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Programs,  Goals  and  Design.  Sponsor:  Commission  President 
Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  September  28,  2010  meeting. 
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7.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  Approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding 

Recommendations  for  Environmental  Justice  Grants.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director; 
Speaker:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Environmental 
Justice  Program  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  (2010-2012)  and  Draft  Resolution  File  No. 
2010-05-COE  and  Approved  Resolution  005-1 0-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Eng  commended  EnvironmentNow  staff  for  their  hard  work  and  dedication  that  is  a real  value  to  the 
Department.  She  reported  that  grant-award  selection  for  the  new  awards  was  a competitive  process  Four 
new  awards  were  recommended  for  Fiscal  Years  2010-2011  and  2011-2012,  a two-year  term. 
Representatives  from  the  non-profit  organizations  were  present  to  answer  questions.  She  explained  that 
staff  conductedi  a robust  evaluation  process,  involving  a panel  of  readers  who  scored  written  proposals 
and  another  panel  that  conducted  oral  interviews  of  the  strongest  candidates.  Four  organizations  were 
selected  to  receive  the  new  awards  that  include  Bret  Harte  Elementary  School  PTA  for  their  school 
gardening  project;  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  to  expand  and  make  infrastructure  improvements  of  a 
native  plant  nursery  located  at  Candlestick  State  Park;  Urban  Sprouts  to  maintain  and  operate  a school 
garden  and  leadership  program  at  International  Studies  Academy;  and  Southeast  Food  Access  Workgroup 
(SEFA)  to  continue  operating  their  food  guardian  project  in  the  Bayview  neighborhood  to  promote 
nutritional  education  and  food  access.  (See  Explanatory  Document  for  detailed  grant  information). 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  how  the  four  grantees  were  selected.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  a Request 
for  Proposals  (RFP)  was  issued  in  January  2010,  and  ten  proposals  were  received  in  February  2010.  A 
panel  of  evaluators  scored  the  ten  proposals,  and  those  applicants  that  received  a written  combined 
average  score  of  70  points  or  higher  were  invited  and  attended  an  oral  interview.  Concerns  and  questions 
were  answered  at  this  time.  Based  on  the  ranking  of  the  written  and  oral  scores,  funding  recommendations 
were  made  based  on  available  funding.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  the  grants  program  has  been  operating  for 
ten  years  and  has  awarded  more  than  11  million  dollars,  and  that  this  would  be  the  last  funding  cycle  as 
available  grant  funding  is  running  out.  With  this  award,  there  will  be  some  funds  for  staffing  for  a couple  of 
years  to  manage  the  new  grant  awards.  Six  existing  grants  are  wrapping  up  from  a previous  funding  cycle. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  had  participated  in  a panel  several  years  ago  that  made  award 
recommendations  noting  how  detailed,  precise,  and  objective  the  process  is,  and  thanked  the  current 
panel  for  their  hard  work.  She  inquired  how  reporting  requirements  would  be  met  by  the  grantees  and  what 
kind  of  success  was  achieved  in  the  past  in  meeting  program  expectations  and  receiving  prompt  and 
thorough  reports.  She  stated  that  a report  at  the  completion  of  the  program  would  provide  an 
understanding  of  how  well  these  funds  were  spent  in  terms  of  the  difference  that  was  made  in  improving 
the  environment  and  to  the  people  involved.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  grant  recipients  are  required  to 
submit  quarterly  progress  reports  that  are  reviewed  by  staff,  and  if  there  are  questions  and  deficiencies, 
they  are  addressed  with  the  grantees.  A final  progress  report  summarizing  the  major  accomplishments  is 
prepared  at  the  end  of  the  grant  cycle.  Staff  also  does  a fair  amount  of  monitoring  and  hears  from  the 
grantees  on  a monthly  and  quarterly  basis.  Payment  of  invoices  is  tied  to  meeting  deliverables  and 
submission  of  progress  reports.  Grantees  are  provided  with  a small  advance  to  meet  immediate  expenses. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  there  has  been  thought  given  to  preparing  a report  relaying  what 
San  Francisco  has  accomplished  with  the  expenditure  of  the  1 1 million  dollars  over  the  past  ten  years. 

Ms.  Eng  stated  that  it  would  be  valuable  to  have  a final  report  that  highlights  the  accomplishments  and 
outcomes  of  the  grant  program.  She  reported  that  an  independent  evaluator  conducted  a review  of  35 
grant  awards  a couple  of  years  ago.  Staff  is  currently  keeping  track  of  progress  and  accomplishments  and 
would  assemble  a final  report  for  the  grant  program.  In  addition  to  seeking  Commission  approval,  staff 
goes  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Finance  Committee  on  an  annual  basis  to  report  what  is  being  done 
with  this  money. 
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Commissioner  Tuchow  asked  if  there  could  be  a linkage  in  work  currently  being  done  or  in  the  future 
between  the  Environmental  Justice  and  EnvironmentNow  programs.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that 
EnvironmentNow  staff  conducted  outreach  and  worked  closely  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  who 
had  been  funded  to  plant  trees  in  the  southeast  neighborhoods.  In  addition,  program  staff  also  provided 
outreach  on  nutrition  and  food  access  in  the  southeast  neighborhood  through  the  Food  Guardian  Project. 
Commissioner  Tuchow  suggested  that  staff  and  grantees  explore  ways  and  synergies  to  include 
EnvironmentNow  staff  in  their  programs  or  hiring  EnvironmentNow  staff  as  appropriate. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Cooper,  Executive  Director,  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  (LEJ),  reported  that  the  application 
process  was  simple,  but  that  there  was  a lot  of  effort  that  his  staff  put  into  the  preparation  of  the 
application.  He  explained  that  Department  staff  had  been  thorough  in  their  questions  that  were  offered  to 
LEJ.  Mr.  Cooper  stated  that  LEJ  had  identified  ways  to  work  with  the  Department  with  or  without  the 
funding  attached  to  their  proposal.  He  acknowledged  the  Department  as  being  the  primary  funder  and 
largest  supporter  of  the  Eco  Center  at  Herons  Head  Park.  The  project  also  had  the  support  of  the  Port  of 
San  Francisco  and  State  Coastal  Conservancy,  but  the  Department  was  the  biggest  investor  into  the 
project.  Mr.  Cooper  stated  that  Department  and  EnvironmentNow  have  been  engaged  not  only  in  LEJ 
work  but  in  Bayview  Hunters  Point  projects  that  he  has  been  involved  with  or  tracking.  Ms.  Eng  brought 
participants  of  the  program  to  see  the  Eco  Center  to  see  what  an  off-grade  educational  center  would  look 
like.  There  was  also  participation  in  the  People’s  Earth  Day  event,  which  was  a success.  He  expressed 
his  support  for  the  work  that  the  Department  is  doing  and  is  happy  to  answer  any  questions.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  proud  of  the  support  given  by  the  Department  and  Commission  to  the  Herons 
Head  Eco-Center  and  is  excited  about  the  ongoing  partnership  with  State  Parks  and  impressed  with  the 
work  that  has  been  done. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  Resolution  File  No.  2010-05- 
COE  approving  Environmental  Justice  Grant  awards  as  described  in  the  Environmental  Justice  Funding 
Recommendations  explanatory  document  was  approved  with  an  amendment  to  the  Resolution  heading 
line  2 to  read  “four  organizations”  (not  ten)  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis, 
Martin,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

8.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  Approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding 

Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste  Grants.  Sponsor:  David  Assmann,  Acting  Director;  Department 
Speaker:  Shawn  Rosenmoss,  Manager  of  Grants  and  Fundraising  and  Community  Partnerships 
(Explanatory  Document:  Zero  Waste  Program  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  (2010-2012), 
Draft  Resolution  File  No.  2010-06-COE,  and  Approved  Resolution  006-1 0-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Rosenmoss  reported  that  thirteen  Zero  Waste  grant  proposals  from  twenty-two  proposals  received  are 
being  recommended  to  the  Commission.  These  groups  scored  70  points  or  higher  and  went  through  an 
oral  interview.  She  explained  that  the  grant  process  is  committed  to  help  people  build  capacity.  The  RFP 
was  designed  to  look  like  a grant  that  the  San  Francisco  Foundation  or  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  would  offer,  so  grantees  can  really  do  a great  proposal  and  then  shop  for  services.  Ms.  Rosenmoss 
explained  that  there  is  so  much  that  the  Department  does  that  could  not  be  accomplished  without  all  of 
these  partners,  some  of  which  are  the  non-profits  being  funded  to  do  Zero  Waste  work.  She  pointed  out 
that  these  are  Zero  Waste  grants,  but  that  there  is  a tremendous  co-benefit  that  includes  job  preparation 
services,  getting  art  material  to  art  teachers  and  educators  that  do  not  have  the  funding,  helping  to  get 
access  into  apartment  buildings  to  do  energy  efficiency  work,  etc. 

Ms.  Rosenmoss  presented  on  the  Zero  Waste  grantees  and  their  projects  that  include:  The  Supportive 
Housing  Employment  Collaborative,  San  Francisco  Clean  City  Coalition,  Goodwill  Industries,  Garden  for 
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the  Environment,  San  Francisco  Conservation  Corp;  Fisherman’s  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District,  San 
Francisco  Community  Recyclers;  Asian  Inc.,  Grupo  de  la  Comida,  Jewish  Community  Center  of  SF, 
Scroungers  for  Reusable  Arts  Parts,  Connect  the  Dots.  (See  Explanatory  Document  “Funding 
Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste  Grants”  for  detailed  information.) 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  the  source  of  funding  for  the  zero  waste  grants  and  when  and  if  it 
expires.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  reported  that  funding  comes  from  the  Impound  Account  garbage  rates  to  do  all 
kinds  of  zero  waste  work  to  help  the  City  meet  its  zero  waste  goals.  Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about 
possible  synergies  with  the  EnvironmentNow  program.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  she  is  working  on  this 
effort  and  reported  that  most  of  these  sites,  especially  ones  called  dump-intervention  sites,  have  been 
field-trip  and  learning  sites.  For  example,  it  is  hard  to  fund  all  of  the  staff  that  SCRAP,  a non-profit 
organization,  needs  to  do  all  their  work,  so  it  is  a good  training  opportunity  for  EnvironmentNow  staff  to 
volunteer  there  to  help  do  the  sorting  of  material,  etc.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  she  is  trying  to  set  up  a 
process  to  funnel  some  of  these  staff  members  into  the  non-profits.  Connect  the  Dots  is  interested  in 
working  with  the  EnvironmentNow  team  to  help  with  paper  work  and  outreach  activities.  The  training  that 
EnvironmentNow  staff  receives  in  energy  efficiency  and  zero  waste  will  be  ideal  to  help  Connect  the  Dots. 
Commissioners  were  asked  to  send  ideas. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  Commission  received  an  appeal  letter  from  SCRAP  where  they 
entreat  the  Commission  to  provide  funding  of  $20,000  for  the  period  between  October  2010  and  July  201 1 
(see  explanatory  document  July  23,  2010  Letter  to  Commission).  She  inquired  whether  part  of  the  amount 
awarded  in  Fiscal  Year  2011-2012  could  be  split  in  half  so  SCRAP  could  receive  $20,000  in  Fiscal  Year 
2010-1 1 . Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  amount  per  fiscal  year  is  preset  and  could  not  be 
moved  from  one  fiscal  year  to  another  without  taking  it  from  another  award.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  explained 
that  Mr.  Drew  and  his  team  juggled  money  to  maximize  funding  to  as  many  groups  as  possible. 
Commissioner  Martin  pointed  out  that  three  other  recipients  would  be  receiving  funding  for  only  Fiscal  Year 
2010-1 1 and  none  in  the  following.  Ms.  Rosenmoss  stated  that  no-one  received  the  entire  amount  they 
applied  for  and  that  there  was  negotiation.  The  RFP  states  that  the  Department  reserves  the  right  to  give 
people  less  than  what  they  ask. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Cara  Gurney,  EnvironmentNow,  stated  that  she  used  to  work  for  Supportive  Housing 
Employment  Collaborative,  and  explained  that  Community  Housing  Partnership  is  the  fiscal  sponsor.  It  is  a 
collaborative  of  six  different  supportive  housing  organizations.  She  stated  that  there  is  a cross-over  into 
other  opportunities  for  EnvironmentNow  staff.  Three  people  that  are  part  of  the  EnvironmentNow  team 
graduated  the  recycling  and  environmental  awareness  internship  and  now  have  the  opportunity  to  work  at 
events.  The  staff  members  currently  worked  at  the  “Up  Your  Alley”  event  and  received  compensation  for 
training  people  on  their  zero  waste  knowledge. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Wald,  Resolution  File  No.  2010-06-COE 
approving  Zero  Waste  grant  awards  as  described  in  the  “Funding  Recommendations  for  Zero  Waste 
Grants”  explanatory  document  was  approved  with  amendments  without  objection.  Amendments  include; 
line  12,  “Community  Housing  Partnership”  should  be  the  fiscal  sponsor  and  “The  Supportive  Housing 
Employment  Collaborative  (SHEC)”  should  be  added;  line  17,  “Fisherman’s  Wharf”  should  read 
“Fisherman’s  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District”  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok 
and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

9.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  July  21 , 201 0 Meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  October  20,  2010 
Meeting. 
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Operations  Committee  Chair  Mok  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  July  21 , 2010  meeting 
(1)  heard  a presentation  by  Ms.  Tamar  Hurwitz,  School  Education  Manager,  on  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  School  Education  programs;  (1)  Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  an  update  on  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  lease  at  1 1 Grove,  space  and  reconfiguration  plans;  (3)  discussed  ways 
for  the  Policy  and  Operations  Committee  to  work  together  that  would  be  discussed  at  a future  meeting  of 
the  Commission.  The  next  Operations  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  October  20th. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  May  and  June  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  August  9,  2010 
meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Commissioner  Gravanis,  Policy  Committee  Vice-Chair,  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  held  two 
meetings  and  one  non-meeting  since  the  last  Commission  meeting.  At  the  May  10  meeting,  Ms.  Raphael 
provided  an  update  on  San  Francisco’s  Bisphenol  A Resolution  and  recent  state  and  national  efforts  on 
reducing  the  prevalence  of  BPA  in  our  environment.  The  second  item  in  May  was  an  update  by 
Department  Green  Building  staff,  Mr.  Hooper,  on  green  building-related  activities  in  new  and  existing 
buildings  in  the  public  and  private  sector.  He  talked  about  state  green  building  standards,  mandatory 
measures  that  are  not  mandatory  yet  in  San  Francisco,  but  will  be,  and  how  we  will  be  prepared  to  comply. 
He  provided  an  update  on  LEED  certifications  on  energy  star  buildings  in  San  Francisco  and  the  roll  out  of 
the  GreenFinanceSF  program. 

At  the  June  14  meeting,  the  Committee  discussed  doing  a follow-up  to  the  Outreach  Survey  to 
environmental  groups  that  was  sent  out  several  months  ago.  It  was  suggested  that  the  survey  be  sent  out 
to  a more  up-to-date  list  of  environmental  groups  in  the  city,  which  Ms.  Fish  is  working  on.  The  intent  is 
that  these  groups  can  be  contacted  when  there  is  an  agenda  item  that  may  be  relevant  to  their 
organization  so  they  can  provide  their  expertise  on  the  subject  matter.  Another  topic  of  discussion 
included  holding  Commission  meetings  in  various  communities  throughout  the  city  and  making  sure  that 
agendas  are  relevant  to  the  community.  The  Committee  also  discussed  long-term  agenda  setting  in  light 
of  the  Bylaws  provisions.  In  reviewing  those  provisions,  the  Committee  discovered  that  a few  of  the  duties 
were  not  relevant  to  the  Policy  Committee  and  an  overlap  was  identified  with  the  duties  of  the  Operations 
Committee.  A discussion  ensued  about  finding  ways  to  work  more  closely  with  the  Operations  Committee. 
The  Committee  may  be  coming  back  to  the  full  Commission  some  time  later  in  the  year  with  suggested 
changes  to  the  Bylaws  to  make  them  more  up  to  date  in  terms  of  what  the  Committees  should  be  working 
on.  At  that  meeting,  Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  a report  on  the  Earth  Day  breakfast  noting  that  it 
would  cost  about  $100  per  person  for  folks  to  attend  the  breakfast,  but  is  offered  for  free  because  of 
donations  received.  There  was  concern  about  the  appropriateness  of  big  corporate  sponsors  receiving  too 
much  time  on  the  microphone  to  talk  about  their  businesses  based  on  the  donation  they  were  making.  The 
intent  is  not  to  charge  people  $100  to  attend  the  breakfast,  so  future  plans  were  to  not  invite  the  corporate 
sponsors  to  come  to  the  microphone  and  give  more  time  to  recognize  green  business  awards  recipients 
and  Department  accomplishments. 

There  was  no  meeting  in  July  because  of  a lack  of  quorum  so  the  Committee  could  not  hold  a lengthy 
discussion  or  take  action  on  agenda  items,  but  presentations  were  given  by  two  of  the  presenters.  Ms. 
Bryant  of  Department  Zero  Waste  staff  reported  on  what  options  were  available  if  the  Commission  wishes 
to  pursue  the  idea  of  banning  the  sale  or  giveaway  of  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  at  events  held  on 
City  property.  A discussion  was  held  about  ways  to  write  into  the  lease  a requirement  about  how  that 
would  not  happen.  This  item  needs  more  discussion  on  how  to  make  sure  water  is  available  especially  at 
concerts  at  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  second  presentation  was  on  bird-friendly  building  facades.  The 
Planning  Department  is  reviewing  standards  to  make  sure  that  we  have  surfaces  on  our  buildings  that  are 
less  likely  to  result  in  birds  striking  them.  Many  birds  throughout  the  country  are  killed  by  flying  into 
reflective  surfaces  that  they  perceive  as  open  air  that  they  can  fly  into. 
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The  August  9 meeting  will  include  discussion  on  the  single-serve  plastic  water  bottles  at  events, 
continuation  of  the  public  outreach  survey,  and  a report  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
Sustainability  Manager  on  sustainability  measures  pursued  by  the  school  district  and  ways  to  share 
resources  and  support  each  other  in  these  efforts. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  outreach  survey  should  be  shifted  to  the  Operations  Committee 
per  the  discussion  held  at  the  July  Operations  Committee  meeting  or  whether  this  agenda  item  could  be 
worked  on  in  tandem  with  both  Committees.  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Bylaws  state  that 
the  Operations  Committee  has  purview  over  outreach  and  communications  activities  of  the  Department. 
The  idea  was  entertained  that  this  agenda  item  could  go  to  Policy  since  there  was  a connection  about 
formulating  policies  and  figuring  out  how  to  convey  policies  to  the  general  public.  To  ensure  an  equitable 
distribution  of  workload,  it  was  agreed  that  outreach  should  go  to  Operations.  Still  pending  is  a discussion 
on  how  the  two  standing  committees  can  work  together  without  violating  Sunshine  Ordinance  laws  that 
restrict  three  commissioners  from  working  together  at  a meeting.  She  stated  that  it  is  appropriate  to  find 
some  way  to  have  the  Operations  Committee  involved  in  the  follow-up  to  the  survey.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  crafting  a mechanism  to  work  together  and  transferring  this  type  of  knowledge  at  Commission 
meetings.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  for  ideas  on  how  to  make  this  happen. 

11.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  presented  a written  report  of  all  communications  and  correspondence  transmitted  to  the 
Commissioners  since  the  March  23rd  Commission  meeting.  A written  update  on  all  City  legislation  since 
the  March  meeting  was  included  in  the  report  (see  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  explanatory  document). 

12.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 
Climate  Division,  Green  Building,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero 
Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Acting  Director  Assmann  provided  a written  report  on  Department  operations  (see  Explanatory  Document 
Director’s  Report)  and  an  overview  on  the  Department’s  Energy  Efficiency  program.  Fie  explained  that 
energy  efficiency  efforts  are  divided  into  two  areas: 

• The  Energy  Watch  program  that  is  funded  from  the  public  goods  charge  and  is  in  everyone’s  utility  bill. 
This  Fiscal  year,  there  will  be  about  $5  million  set  aside  for  that  program  and  is  running  at  a wonderful 
rate.  There  are  kilowatt  and  therm  savings  goals  attached  to  this  program.  The  three-year  goal  for 
therm  savings  was  met  in  six  months  this  year  and  is  running  far  ahead  of  schedule.  Goals  are  aided 
significantly  by  EnvironmentNow  staff  adding  to  the  program’s  capacity  by  going  door-to-door  to  boost 
the  program.  Fie  indicated  that  one  staff  person  is  leaving  and  there  would  be  recruitment  for  a 
replacement. 

• There  is  a series  of  energy  efficiency  grants,  most  of  which  are  stimulus-related  that  are  just  starting  to 
get  implemented.  There  are  about  two-  and  three-million  dollars  that  will  be  received  for  other  energy 
efficiency  work.  There  is  a program  to  replace  boilers  in  the  city.  An  engineer  has  been  hired  and  two 
projects  have  been  launched  for  that  program.  The  rest  is  in  the  formative  stages  since  approval  has 
not  been  received  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  all  the  programs  yet.  Another  five  staff  will  be  hired 
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to  work  on  energy  programs  over  the  next  six  to  eight  weeks.  A number  of  these  programs  will  not  be 
up  and  running  until  the  fall.  There  is  federal  stimulus  funding  for  the  Energy  Block  program  and 
retrofit  money  through  the  Energy  Commission. 

A full  report  will  be  provided  by  Mr.  Broomhead  at  the  September  28  Commission  meeting. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  growth  spurt  at  the  Department.  He  explained  that  the 
department  has  19  additional  staff  members  that  are  in  the  stage  of  being  recruited  or  hired.  If  you  include 
everyone  that  is  now  working  for  EnvironmentNow  and  current  staff,  the  total  is  138  staff  members. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  explained  that  conference  rooms  are  being  converted  into  work  space  and 
basement  space  is  being  leased  to  turn  into  two  conference  rooms.  The  third  floor  is  being  reconfigured  to 
make  room  for  more  people.  The  grand  total  of  people  at  1 1 Grove  will  be  96,  the  highest  number  the 
Department  has  ever  had  in  terms  of  staff.  He  stated  that  the  Department’s  budget  continues  to  grow.  Last 
week  received  word  that  three  new  grants  are  likely  to  be  approved.  One  is  an  appropriation  from  the 
federal  government  through  Senator  Boxer’s  Energy  Committee  that  could  give  another  $300,000  + for 
electric  vehicle  infrastructure  as  well  as  an  additional  million  dollars  for  electric  vehicles.  There  is  another 
$250,000  grant  from  the  Frank  Foundation  that  would  enable  the  City  to  reach  100%  renewable  energy  as 
a target.  He  explained  that  there  are  new  projects  in  the  pipeline,  growth,  and  growing  pains.  The  current 
lease  does  not  expire  until  May  2012,  so  the  Department  is  not  able  to  move  before  then.  He  stated  that 
he  will  start  negotiations  within  the  next  couple  of  months  with  the  Department  of  Real  Estate  for  new 
space  to  move  into  by  June  2012.  At  the  same  time,  other  contingencies  are  being  looked  at  in  case  there 
is  growth  in  the  interim  in  terms  of  overflow  space. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  news  report  about  a federal  lawsuit  involving  GreenFinanceSF. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  GreenFinanceSF  is  a PACE  program  that  would  amortize  the  cost 
of  efficiency  and  renewables  for  a homeowner  so  they  could  pay  it  back  over  the  course  of  years  through 
their  property  taxes.  The  issue  is  that  Freddie  Mac  and  Fannie  Mae  are  concerned  that  the  PACE 
programs  would  allocate  these  as  priority  items  and  hold  up  payments  to  the  mortgage  holder  or  bank,  so 
they  put  a stop  to  the  program.  There  are  legislative  fixes  that  hopefully  will  happen  in  the  next  month  or 
so.  In  the  meantime,  the  State  Attorney  General  has  sued  to  try  to  get  these  programs  going  all  over  the 
country.  It  is  a big  setback  and  the  Department  is  on  hold  until  alternatives  are  identified.  The  Department 
has  a full-time  staff  person  assigned  to  the  program,  and  funding  was  lined  up  (potentially  a $150  million 
program).  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  this  message  be  effectively  communicated  to  people 
interested  in  this  option  and  information  placed  on  the  web.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  is 
communication  with  everyone  that  has  applied  and  he  would  check  to  make  sure  it  is  on  the  website. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  whether  Acting  Director  Assmann  has  put  together  an  annual  agenda 
setting  list  for  the  Commission.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  July 
meeting  discussed  Commission  input  particularly  into  the  Strategic  Plan  development.  He  explained  that 
the  Department  has  a rolling  three-year  Strategic  Plan  for  the  next  three  years  every  year  that  it  is 
updated.  Ideally,  the  plan  is  in  place  every  year  by  July  1 for  the  next  three  years.  There  is  currently  a 
plan  in  place  for  the  next  two  years  after  this  year,  and  he  has  just  requested  that  work  be  started  into  the 
next  update  with  a deadline  of  late  August  for  a first  draft.  A Draft  Plan  will  be  presented  to  the 
Commission  for  their  September  meeting  for  input  before  the  Plan  is  finalized. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  Strategic  Plan  is  designed  to  provide  input  into  the  budget 
process,  which  is  submitted  to  the  Mayor  every  year  on  approximately  February  20  or  21 . If  the  Strategic 
Plan  is  presented  to  the  Commission  in  September,  input  could  be  incorporated,  and  a final  Plan  could  be 
presented  to  the  Commission  in  November  before  the  budget  is  finalized.  He  would  then  work  on  an 
accelerated  schedule  for  the  Plan  for  the  next  year  and  turn  it  around  in  the  next  six  months. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  a set  schedule  for  when  the  Commission/Committees  review  the  Strategic 
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Plan,  Budget,  and  other  standing  issues  on  an  annual  basis.  Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  he 
would  work  with  staff  to  prepare  the  schedule. 

13.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

14.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow 
announced  that  a Department  Director  selection  by  the  Mayor  not  been  formally  announced  and 
understands  that  a decision  would  be  made  soon.  He  stated  that  the  Mayor  indicated  that  each  of  the 
candidates  had  meaningful  meetings  with  him,  and  he  appreciates  the  selection  of  candidates  that  were 
sent  to  him  for  an  interview. 

15.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Commissioner 
Tuchow  stated  that  the  September  Commission  meeting  would  include  an  Energy  Efficiency  update,  the 
Strategic  Plan;  and  possibly  a Bylaws  discussion  on  roles  and  responsibilities  of  standing  committees  with 
input  from  Commissioner  Gravanis.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  communication  between  the  two 
committees  could  be  accommodated  within  the  Committee  reports  already  on  the  standing  agendas,  and  a 
discussion  could  be  held  on  how  to  use  these  sections  effectively  to  issue  reports.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  the  Bylaws  suggest  that  the  two  Committees  work  together  on  specific  issues  and 
suggested  that  a separate  action  agenda  item  be  scheduled  to  discuss  how  the  two  Committees  could 
work  together  so  that  recommendations  could  be  made.  She  suggested  that  it  may  be  better  for  the 
Committees  to  work  together  by  having  one  member  from  each  Committee  work  with  staff  and  then  make 
recommendations  to  the  Commission  for  further  discussion.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  either  the 
Chair  could  meet  with  one  member  of  each  Committee  or  the  Chair  could  appoint  a member  from  each 
Committee  to  meet.  Commissioner  Mok  suggested  that  the  Committee  read  each  others  reports  to  gain  a 
better  understanding  of  each  others  issues  and  then  schedule  discussions  as  appropriate.  Ms.  Fish  read 
the  Bylaws  section  Commissioner  Gravanis  was  referring  to  that  states  “The  Policy  and  Operations 
Committees  and  Director  will  work  together  to  develop  recommendations  about  restructuring  of 
environmental  programs  and  activities  within  the  City  agencies  and  departments.”  Commissioner  Tuchow 
stated  that  he  is  restricted  from  attending  Committee  meetings  because  of  quorum  requirements  and 
asked  to  be  kept  apprised  of  what  Commissioners  would  like  to  have  placed  on  the  agenda. 

16.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

17.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:26  p.m. 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  September  28,  2010,  5:00 
p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a. m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  meeting 
website  at  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission 
included  with  minutes  by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish&sfqov.org. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
Tel:  (415)  355-3709,  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved:  October  5,  2010 
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1 Resolution  approving  Department  of  tile  Environment  Funding  Recommendations  for 

2 Environmental  Justice  grant  awards  to  four  organizations. 

3 WHEREAS,  The  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  program  of  the  Department  of  the 

4 Environment  administers  a grant  program  and  provides  funding  to  non-profit  groups; 

WHEREAS,  the  EJ  grant  program  is  dedicated  to  projects  serving  residents  of  the 

6 Potrero  and  Bayview  Hunters  Point  communities,  with  a special  focus  on  reducing  electricity 

7 demand  and  the  City’s  reliance  on  fossil-fueled  power  plants,  reducing  and  preventing  indoor 

8 and  outdoor  air  pollution;  and  building  community  capacity  to  address  food  security,  energy 

9 and  air  quality  issues;  now,  therefore,  be  it 


10 

RESOLVED,  the  Commission  approves  the  award  of  EJ  grants,  totaling  $164,503  to  be 

11 

disbursed  during  FY  2010-11  and  FY  2011-2012,  to  the  following  organizations: 

12 

13 

Bret  Harte  Elementary  School,  Parent  Teachers  Association 

$ 

50,000 

14 

Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice 

$ 

25,740 

15 

Southeast  Food  Access  Working  Group  (fiscal  sponsor  BVHP  Foundation) 

$ 35,000 

16 

Urban  Sprouts  (fiscal  sponsor  Neighborhood  Parks  Council) 

$ 

53,763 

17 

18 

1 hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s 

19 

Meeting  on  July  27,  2010. 

20 

r^^/7YU>CtC‘* 

21 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

22 

VOTE:  Approved  (5-0;  1 Absent) 

23 

AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Wald 

24 

NOES:  None 

25 

ABSENT:  Commissioner  King 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  PROGRAM 
FUNDING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  GRANT  AWARDS  (2010-2012) 

The  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  program  of  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE) 
issued  a Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  on  January  15,  2010.  Ten  grant  proposals  were  received  on 
February  22,  2010.  An  evaluation  panel  comprised  of  three  members  reviewed  the  10  grant 
proposals.  Of  the  10  grant  proposals,  4 received  a score  of  70  or  higher,  based  on  a scoring  system  of 
1 00  total  points.  SFE  invited  the  4 applicants  with  the  strongest  proposals  to  oral  interviews.  Based 
on  the  evaluation  of  the  written  proposals  and  oral  interviews,  SFE  recommends  that  the  Commission 
on  the  Environment  approve  the  following  EJ  grant  awards,  for  a combined  total  grant  amount  of 
$1 64,503  that  will  be  disbursed  over  a two-year  period  (covering  FY  2010-1 1 and  FY  2011-12). 

Bret  Harte  Elementary  School’s  Parents  Teacher  Association  (PTA)  - proposes  to  develop  and 
maintain  a gardening  project  at  the  school  campus  that  integrates  the  core  curriculum  (math,  science, 
language  arts)  with  hands-on  science  learning  and  gardening  lessons.  Students  enrolled  in  K-5th 
grades  participate  in  the  gardening  program  (approximately  260  students)  and  learn  about  the  life 
cycles  of  plants  and  animals  and  nutrition.  The  garden  educator  at  Bret  Flarte  will  work  closely  with 
teachers,  parents  and  community  to  host  special  educational  garden  events  and  promote  healthy 
eating  and  active  living.  Recommended  award:  $50,000  to  be  allocated  over  2 years,  with  $25,000 
for  Year  1 and  $25,000  for  Year  2. 

Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  proposes  to  expand  and  maintain  a native  plant  nursery,  located 
at  the  Candlestick  State  Park  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood.  The  nursery  is  operated  by 
youth  interns  from  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  is  a collaborative  program  between  LEJ  and  the 
California  State  Parks  Foundation.  Recommended  award:  $25,740  for  one  year  (FY  2010-1 1) 

Urban  Sprouts  proposes  to  operate  and  maintain  a school  garden  and  a garden-based  environmental 
leadership  program  at  International  Studies  Academy  in  Potrero  Hill,  to  improve  youth  and  their 
families'  access  to  nutritious  and  fresh  produce  and  their  knowledge  of  gardening  and  local  food 
systems.  Educational  lessons  are  provided  on  a weekly  basis  during  the  school  year  to  middle  and 
high  school  students,  and  after  school  gardening  programs  and  workshops  are  offered  to  families 
volunteers.  Recommended  award:  $53,763  to  be  allocated  over  2 years,  with  $ 26,882  for  Year  1 
and  $26,881  for  Year  2. 

Southeast  Food  Access  Workgroup  (fiscal  sponsor  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Foundation  for 
Community  Improvement)  proposes  to  develop  and  operate  the  Food  Guardians  project,  to  increase 
the  capacity  of  local  residents  and  community  organizations  in  Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood 
to  advocate  for  easy  access  to  healthy  food,  develop  educational  experiences  that  support  the 
growing,  healthful  preparation  and  regular  consumption  of  healthy  food,  and  monitor  grocery  stores 
in  the  community.  Recommended  award:  $35,000  for  one  year  (FY  2010-11). 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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1 Resolution  approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding  Recommendations  for 

2 Zero  Waste  grant  awards  to  thirteen  organizations. 

3 WHEREAS,  The  Zero  Waste  grant  program  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment 

4 administers  a grant  program  and  provides  funding  to  non-profit  groups;  and, 

5 WHEREAS,  the  Zero  Waste  grant  program  is  dedicated  to  funding  projects  diverting 

6 waste  from  San  Francisco’s  landfill,  thereby  assisting  the  City  in  achieving  its  Zero  Waste 

7 Goals  of  75%  waste  diversion  by  2010  and  zero  waste  by  2020,  and  achieving  this  at  a low 

8 cost  per  ton  of  waste  diverted;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  the  Commission  approves  the  award  of  Zero  Waste  grants,  totaling 
10  $1,170,212  to  be  disbursed  during  FY  2010-11  and  FY  2011-2012,  in  the  following  way: 


11 

FY  2010-11 

FY201 1-12 

12 

The  Supportive  Housing  Employment  Collaborative  (SHEC) 

$45,000 

$65,000 

13 

(fiscal:  Community  Housing  Partnership) 

14 

San  Francisco  Clean  City  Coalition 

$50,000 

$85,000 

15 

Goodwill  Industries 

$40,000 

$55,000 

16 

Garden  for  the  Environment 

$45,000 

$55,000 

17 

(fiscal:  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council) 

18 

Fisherman’s  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District  (FWCBD) 

$40,000 

$40,000 

19 

San  Francisco  Community  Recyclers 

$109,054 

$123,158 

20 

San  Francisco  Conservation  Corps 

$40,000 

$40,000 

21 

Asian  Inc. 

$40,000 

$44,000 

22 

23 

Grupo  de  la  Comida 

$40,000 

- 

24 

Jewish  Community  Center 

$40,000 

- 

25 

Green  Solutions  (fiscal:  Chinese  Newcomers  Center) 

$49,000 

$45,000 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


Friends  of  SCRAP  $40,000 

Connect  the  Dots  (fiscal:  Earth  Island  Institute)  $40,000 

I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s 
Meeting  on  July  27,  2010. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

VOTE:  Approved  (5-0;  1 Absent) 

AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Wald 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Commissioner  King 
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ZERO  WASTE  GRANT  PROGRAM 
FUNDING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  GRANT  AWARDS  (2010=2012) 

The  Zero  Waste  grant  program  (ZW)  of  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE) 
issued  a Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  on  January  1 5,  2010.  Twenty-two  grant  proposals  were  received 
on  February  22,  2010.  An  evaluation  panel  comprised  of  three  members  reviewed  the  22  grant 
proposals.  Of  the  22  grant  proposals,  13  received  a score  of  70  or  higher,  based  on  a scoring  system  of 
100  total  points.  SFE  invited  the  13  applicants  with  the  strongest  proposals  to  oral  intern ews.  Based 
on  the  evaluation  of  the  written  proposals  and  oral  interviews,  SFE  recommends  that  the  Commission 
on  the  Environment  approve  the  following  ZW  grant  awards,  for  a combined  total  giant  amount  of 
$1,170,212  that  will  be  disbursed  over  a two-year  period  (covering  FY  2010-11  and  FY  2011-12). 


The  Supportive  Housing  Employment  Collaborative  (SHEC) 

SHEC  will  offer  formerly  homeless  adults  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  a paid  Recycling  and 
Environmental  Awareness  Internship  Program  which  will  train  interns  in  environmental  and  waste 
management  and  community  outreach  practices.  This  program  will  divert  waste  through  implementing 
recycling  and  composting  programs  in  supportive  housing  sites  where  the  interns  reside  and  from 
events  within  San  Francisco. 

San  Francisco  Clean  City  Coalition 

SF  Clean  City  will  establish  a wood  furniture  refurbishing  and  pallet  repair  program  that  will  divert 
waste  from  landfill.  This  program  will  develop  a free  standing  new  green  business  and  hire  from  “hard 
to  employ”  populations.  The  staff  will  partake  of  new  green  training  programs  and  learn  basic 
carpentry,  furniture  repair,  and  wood  working  skills. 

Goodwill  Industries 

Goodwill  will  implement  a community-based  donation  strategy  working  with  schools,  churches  and 
community  organizations  to  capture  reuseables.  This  will  allow  Goodwill  to  permanently  expand  its 
donations  capacity  and  to  divert  additional  tons  from  landfill. 


Garden  for  the  Environment  (fiscal  agent:  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council) 

The  Garden  for  the  Environment  will  offer  free  backyard  composting  and  vermicomposting  workshops 
for  residents  of  San  Francisco,  conduct  the  Gardening  Composting  Educator  Training  Program  and  a 
school  field  trip  program,  while  ensuring  that  San  Francisco  residents  continue  to  divert  organic 
material  from  landfill  through  backyard  composting. 
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San  Francisco  Conservation  Corp  (SFCC) 

SFCC  will  implement  Zero  Waste  programs  at  over  200  events  in  San  Francisco  and  increase 
awareness  of  recycling  and  composting  practices  amongst  attendees,  producers  and  coips  members. 


Fisherman's  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District  (FWCBD) 

The  FWCBD  will  promote  and  enhance  organics  and  recyclables  diversion  from  area  restaurants,  fast 
food  outlets,  hotels,  tourist  destinations,  retail  shops,  fishing  industry,  special  events,  and  residents. 

San  Francisco  Community  Recyclers  (SFCR) 

SFCR  will  continue  operation  of  Building  Resources,  a reused  building  materials  yard.  Through  this 
funding  SFCR  will  be  able  to  expand  creative  reuse  opportunities  including  their  business,  Red  Shovel, 
which  makes  a landscape  ground  cover  made  from  recycled  glass  and  pottery. 


Asian  Inc. 

Asian  Inc.  will  work  with  multi-family  dwellings  that  do  not  yet  have  active  recycling  programs  by 
working  with  property  managers  and  owners  to  implement  develop  and  maintain  measurable  Zero 
Waste  practices.  Their  staff  can  communicate  with  property  managers  and  tenants  in  multiple 
languages,  including  Spanish,  Cantonese  and  Mandarin. 

Grupo  de  la  Comida  (Fiscal  Sponsor:  Beth  Abrams'  Center  for  Peace,  Arts,  Justice  & the 
Environment) 

Grupo  de  la  Comida  rescues  and  redistributes  edible  food  destined  to  landfill  to  low  income 
populations  in  the  Mission  District  and  3 existing  meal  sites.  The  program  composts  the  unusable 
vegetable  leavings  and  provides  nutrition,  recycling  and  composting  education.  Grupo  provides  2,000 
people  weekly  with  healthy  food. 

Jewish  Community  Center  of  San  Francisco  (JCC) 

The  JCC  will  attain  Zero  Waste  at  the  Center  and  engage  JCC’s  members  and  the  greater  community 
in  composting  education  practices.  The  facility  reaches  over  50,000  visitors  from  children  to  seniors. 

Green  Solutions  (fiscal  agent:  Chinese  Newcomers  Service  Center) 

Green  Solution  will  assist  multi-family  buildings  in  their  recycling  and  compost  efforts,  particularly 
buildings  where  Cantonese  and  Mandarin  are  widely  spoken. 


Scroungers  for  Reuseablc  Art  Parts  (SCRAP) 

SCRAP  will  increase  the  diversion  of  materials  suitable  for  arts  and  educational  purposes  while 
promoting  creative  reuse  - through  outreach  to  businesses  and  residents,  providing  free  pick-ups, 
maintaining  a materials  depot  for  the  public,  and  education  to  school  children  and  adults  at  field  trips, 
workshops  and  community  events. 

Connect  the  Dots  (fiscal  agent:  Earth  Island  Institute) 

Connect  the  Dots  will  assist  non-profit  organizations,  particularly  those  managing  their  facilities,  to 
divert  and  reduce  waste.  This  will  include  helping  non-profits  to  overcome  the  sustainability  learning 
curve,  to  diminish  their  ecological  impact  and  reduce  operational  costs  as  well  as  contribute  to  green 
workforce  development  for  "hard  to  employ"  populations. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING 


The  TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  28,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  that  meets  in  City  Hall,  Room  416  has  been 
RESCHEDULED  to  TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  5,  2010,  at  5:00  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be  held 
at  City  Hall,  Room  408,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr.  Place,  in  San  Francisco.  An  agenda 
will  be  provided  at  least  72  hours  prior  to  the  meeting  and  may  also  be  accessed  on  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment’s  meeting  website 

https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission.  For  additional 
information  or  to  be  placed  on  the  agenda  mailing  list,  please  contact  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  Commission  Secretary,  Monica  Fish,  at  415-355-3709  or  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 

Posted:  September  17,  2010 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  • Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environment@sfgov.org  • www.sfenvironment.org  100%  Post-Consumer  Recycled  Paper 
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’NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  5,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  408 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


*NOTE:  The  Tuesday,  September  28.  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  has 
been  rescheduled  to  Tuesday,  October  5,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  and  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  408. 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President),  Angelo 
King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Rahul  Prakash,  Johanna  Wald 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2010  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory  Document:  July  27,  2010  Draft 
Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

4.  Approval  of  the  2008-09  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Program  Annual  Report. 

Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speaker:  Chris  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Manager  (15  minutes) 
(Explanatory  Document:  IPM  2008-09  Annual  Report)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

5.  Approval  of  the  2009  San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program  for  City  Staff  Annual  Report. 

Sponsor  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speakers:  Chris  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Manager  (5  minutes);  Galen 
Leung,  Supervising  Purchaser,  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA)  (5  minutes);  Pamela  Olivier,  Green 
Prchaser,  OCA)  (5  minutes)  (Explanatory  Document:  2009  Annual  Report)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

6.  Overview  of  Existing  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  Presentation 
on  New  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Programs,  Goals  and  Design.  (Continued  from  the  July  27, 

2010  Meeting)  Sponsor:  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Cal  Broomhead, 
Energy  Manager  (10  minutes)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
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7.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair's  Report:  Review  of  the  agenda  for  the  October  20,  2010  Meeting. 

8.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  August  9 and  September  13,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  October  25,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

9.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

10.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air, 

Climate  Division,  Green  Building,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero 
Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

11.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

12.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

13.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

14.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

15.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  November  22,  2010,  5:00 
p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of9a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website 
httpsV/sites.  google,  com/a/sfenvironment.  orq/commission/environment-commission  with  each  agenda  and/or 
meeting  minutes; (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.  Fish&sfaov.  ora  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on 
this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials 
are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  Commission’s  website 
https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission  as  attachments  to  the 
agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the  proceedings 
begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the  official  public  record 
and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the 
hearing  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at 
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the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post- 
consumer recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission 
Secretary  and  the  public. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission 
meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations 
Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and 
Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible 
services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness 
Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial 
Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799 
(TTY)  for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the 
use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes, 
please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (41 5)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored, 
if  possible. 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Fracisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils, 
and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that 
deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more 
information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library 
and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02;  telephone  (41 5)  252-31 00,  fax  (41 5)  252-31 1 2,  web  site  at 
www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  September  28,  2010 
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TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  5,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  408,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President), 
Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Rahul  Prakash,  Johanna  Wald 

*NOTE:  The  Tuesday,  September  28.  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 
rescheduled  to  Tuesday,  October  5,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  and  was  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  408. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m. 

Present:  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow,  Commission  Vice-President  Ruth  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King.  Commissioner  Tuchow  welcomed  the 
Department’s  new  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  new  Commissioner  Rahul  Prakash. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2010  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory  Document:  July  27,  2010  Draft 
and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice  President  Gravanis,  second  by 
Commissioner  Wald,  the  July  27,  2010  Draft  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Approval  of  the  2008-09  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Program  Annual  Report. 

Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speaker:  Chris  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Manager  (Explanatory 
Document:  IPM  2008-09  Annual  Report  and  Presentation)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Program  started  in  1996  as  a result  of  a 
public  campaign  on  pesticide  use  in  the  parks.  The  program  relies  on  stakeholder  involvement  by  City 
departments  to  maintain  a Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  that  limits  which  products  can  be  used  on  City 
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properties  and  more  importantly  requires  City  Pest  Managers  to  use  an  integrated  pest  management 
approach,  which  means  do  prevention  first  with  the  non-chemical  approach  and  then  save  pesticide  use  as  a 
last  resort.  There  is  an  exemption  process  in  the  Ordinance  for  people  that  want  to  use  something  that  is  not 
on  this  list.  The  Department  of  the  Environment’s  IPM  program  makes  this  determination  after  having 
conversations  with  the  affected  parties. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  one  of  the  duties  of  the  IPM  Program  is  to  keep  track  of  pesticide  data  on  City 
properties.  This  is  done  through  annual  reporting  by  City  departments.  At  the  beginning  of  2010,  the  IPM 
Program  switched  to  a web-enabled  database  that  is  hoped  to  make  next  year’s  report  easier  to  assemble. 

He  explained  that  the  old  database  was  not  functional,  and  as  a result  there  is  less  detail  than  usual  in  this 
year’s  report.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  program  has  a good  record  since  its  inception.  There  is  an  81% 
reduction  in  total  pounds  of  pesticide  used  since  1996.  If  looking  at  the  total  in  gallons,  there  is  an  88% 
reduction.  He  stated  that  he  likes  to  think  of  the  reduction  in  terms  of  active  ingredients  because  that  is 
generally  but  not  always  the  most  hazardous  part  of  the  pesticide.  In  this  case,  it  would  be  a 76%  reduction. 

Dr.  Geiger  referenced  the  first  page  of  the  presentation,  the  graph  of  “Pesticide  Use  on  City  Properties 
2008-09”  stating  that  the  black  line  represents  the  total  pesticide  active  ingredients  used  over  the  years.  He 
stated  that  use  came  down  and  then  bumped  around  for  the  past  few  years.  For  example,  in  2005  there  is  a 
big  bump  in  the  black  line  that  was  directly  attributed  to  the  2005  American  Express  Golf  Tournament. 
Golf  accounts  for  a large  portion  of  the  pesticide  used,  and  for  the  most  hazardous  of  pesticide  used.  Seven 
of  the  top  fifteen  pesticides  in  terms  of  pounds  used  by  Recreation  and  Park  Department  are  for  golf 
exclusively  and  all  but  one  of  those  are  Tier  1,  the  highest  hazard.  There  are  other  factors  that  have  fed  into 
these  trends  in  the  presentation  over  the  years  such  as  sudden  oak  death.  The  only  treatment  for  a 
prominent  tree  infected  with  sudden  oak  disease  is  a low-toxicity  product  that  is  used  quite  a bit  and 
accounted  for  a fair  amount  of  the  pesticide  use. 

Dr.  Geiger  discussed  IPM  Program  accomplishments  for  2008  and  09.  He  stated  that  a Facilities  Managers 
Training  was  held  in  2008  to  discuss  how  to  best  prevent  pests,  how  to  best  use  non-chemical  methods,  and 
keep  maintenance  schedules  up  so  pests  do  not  come  in  the  first  place.  Pestec,  the  City’s  Pest  Control 
Contractor,  helped  to  facilitate  the  training.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  held  their  twelfth  San 
Francisco  Annual  Urban  IPM  Conference  in  2009.  The  theme  of  the  conference  was  invasive  species.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  overlap  between  invasive  species  control  and  pesticide-use  reduction,  which  can 
be  contentious  at  times.  There  was  a re-visioning  last  year  called  the  “Idea  Olympics”  that  concluded  that 
the  program  should  look  at  being  more  of  a sustainable  landscaping  program  and  not  just  about  pesticides. 
Water  and  soils  are  reviewed  anyway  when  doing  innovative  pest  management  so  why  not  make  it  part  of 
the  program.  As  a result,  work  is  being  done  with  the  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Coalition,  a sustainable- 
landscaping  program  that  will  offer  certifications  of  landscapes  and  landscapers. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  nineteen  IPM  Technical  Advisory  Committee  meetings  were  held  that  are  always 
free  to  the  public,  usually  with  a speaker  and  continuing  education  credits.  He  explained  that  the  new 
database  is  not  yet  perfect  but  it  is  working.  Annual  public  hearings  are  held  on  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide 
List  that  gives  an  opportunity  for  the  public  to  communicate  about  their  concerns  and  a chance  for  City 
departments  to  justify  use  of  higher-toxicity  pesticides  and  justify  exemptions  they  have  requested. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  other  items  of  note  in  the  1PM  Report.  He  stated  that  the  reports  from  Pestec  have 
been  positive  and  commended  the  head  of  Pestec  who  was  in  attendance  at  this  meeting  for  his  effort.  In 
looking  at  their  data,  88%  of  their  visits  to  City  departments  resulted  in  no  pesticides  being  used,  and  the 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

October  5,  2010  Rescheduled  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  3 


pesticides  being  used  are  lowest-hazard  products.  He  stated  that  City  departments  and  the  people  who  are 
core  to  the  team  deserve  the  most  credit  because  they  are  the  ones  who  are  doing  the  work. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  any  new  herbicides  or  pesticides  were  prohibited  in  the 
past  year.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  are  changes  made  every  year  with  some  pesticides  being  taken  off 
the  list  and  others  put  on,  and  minor  changes  were  made  in  this  year’s  list.  He  stated  that  annually,  IPM 
staff  goes  through  the  list  of  pesticides  and  asks  the  questions  (1)  if  it  is  being  used,  (2)  is  it  necessary  (3)  is 
there  a safer  alternative;  and  (4)  is  the  product  still  registered,  and  is  there  a new  registration  number?  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  on  the  addition  of  a significantly  lower-hazard  product  currently  being  used  for  weeds  in 
place  of  the  dicamba  product  and  the  success  of  that  product.  He  stated  that  there  were  no  major  changes  in 
this  year’s  list.  He  explained  that  it  is  important  to  know  that  the  number  of  products  is  not  a measure  of 
performance  with  this  program. 

Commissioner  Martin  referenced  the  IPM  Report,  Figure  1 , noting  that  there  is  a trend  and  then  spikes  in 
the  public  health  insecticide  and  asked  why  it  was  increasing  so  dramatically.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the 
first  spike  was  due  to  the  West  Nile  Virus  when  it  came  into  the  city.  Ensuing  spikes  are  dependent  on  City 
budgets  for  mosquito  prevention  and  monitoring,  e.g.,  whether  mosquitoes  are  found  and  treatment  is 
required.  There  is  a team  of  bicycle  messengers  that  visit  all  the  stormwater  catchment  basins  to  see  if  there 
is  larva  there  before  microbial  pellets  are  dropped  in.  There  was  a switch  to  a safer  microbial  product  from 
a previous  product  that  may  account  for  a higher  volume  because  you  have  to  use  more  of  the  product 
because  it  doesn’t  last  as  long.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  economics  of  lowering  the 
amount  of  pesticides  being  used.  She  referred  to  the  presentation  slide  showing  the  percentage  required  of 
green  products  and  associated  economics.  She  suggested  tracking  information  as  an  incentive  measure.  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  that  he  is  checking  the  validity  of  existing  data  that  shows  the  correlation  between  the 
number  of  gardener  positions  and  amount  of  herbicides  being  used  over  the  past  fifteen  years.  Data  is 
usually  full  of  variations,  but  there  was  a good  correlation  that  tells  us  that  when  you  cut  gardener  positions, 
you  may  be  increasing  the  pressure  to  use  pesticides.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  looking  at  the 
information  more  closely  and  to  review  the  trade-offs  financially  between  the  two  decisions. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  congratulated  Dr.  Geiger  and  the  IPM  team  on  their  progress.  Upon  Motion 
by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  2008-09  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  Program  Annual  Report  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

5.  Approval  of  the  2009  San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program  for  City  Staff  Annual  Report. 

Sponsor  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speakers:  Chris  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Manager;  Jessian  Choy,  City 
Toxics  Reduction  Assistant;  Galen  Leung,  Supervising  Purchaser,  Office  of  Contract  Administration 
(OCA);  Pamela  Olivier,  Green  Purchaser  (OCA)  (Explanatory  Document:  2009  Annual  Report  and 
Presentation)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing  Program  or  Green  Purchasing  Program 
got  its  official  start  in  2005  with  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  that  was  passed.  This  requires  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  to  set  up  a list  of  products  that  City  departments  must  buy  and  has  various 
other  requirements.  The  Department’s  approach  was  to  set  up  the  SFApproved.org  Lists,  which  Ms.  Choy 
was  instrumental  in  creating  and  will  discuss  in  more  detail.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  staff  is  working  on  a 
fairly  long  list  of  product  areas  and  discussed  the  time  involved  in  maintaining  the  list  and  revisiting  all  the 
product  areas.  He  stated  that  throughout  the  years,  it  is  harder  to  approve  new  products  because  so  much 
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time  is  required  in  renewing  old  products.  It  is  a cumulative  workload  to  maintain  the  Green  Purchasing 
program. 

Dr.  Geiger  referenced  Table  A,  page  7 of  the  Green  Purchasing  Program  report,  which  is  the  most  important 
table  and  contains  a summary  of  the  purchases.  He  presented  a simplified  version  on  a presentation  slide 
(Slide  4).  He  stated  that  the  best  metric  for  green  purchasing  in  the  City  is  to  measure  how  many  green 
products  are  defined  as  green  in  terms  of  dollars  that  have  been  purchased.  The  denominator  of  all 
products  is  put  in  that  category  or  subcategory  and  a percentage  is  calculated.  There  are  very  significant 
reporting  challenges.  He  explained  that  staff  has  to  rely  on  vendors  who  have  been  spending  a lot  of  time 
providing  information  and  were  commended  for  their  effort.  He  explained  that  2009  was  the  first  year  that 
there  was  a full  year  of  data  on  computer  purchases,  which  is  reflects  in  Slide  4.  San  Francisco  has  the 
highest  standard  in  the  country  for  computer  purchasing  standards.  It  is  the  first  city  to  require  EPEATA 
Gold,  which  is  an  EPA  sponsored  registration  program  for  green  computer  equipment.  It  is  also  the  first 
city  to  require  the  Climate  Savers  Computing  Initiative,  which  is  a certification  for  computer  servers.  Dr. 
Geiger  provided  data  on  citywide  compliance  with  meeting  green  purchasing  by  product  category  and 
described  accomplishments  and  challenges  (Slide  4).  He  explained  that  in  the  case  of  janitorial  cleaners, 
the  volume  went  down  partially  because  departments  have  the  option  to  buy  on  their  own  outside  of  the 
citywide  contract,  which  makes  it  difficult  to  control  who  is  buying  what.  He  stated  that  lighting  is  one  of 
the  most  challenging  contracts  because  there  are  so  many  products  and  many  of  them  are  specialized.  City 
Hall  and  the  Opera  House  have  historic  features  that  require  certain  lamps.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  is 
challenging  to  communicate  with  City  users  on  what  is  green  or  not  and  that  is  being  worked  on  now. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  program  accomplishments.  He  stated  that  janitorial  services  and  new  lighting 
fixtures  contracts  were  developed  with  language  that  would  require  contractors  to  buy  the  recommended 
products.  The  final  draft  of  a bio-waste  lubricants  contract  is  now  available.  Staff  has  trained  over  500 
staff  in  sixteen  departments  in  the  past  year  and  participated  in  a Green  Purchaser  of  the  Year  award 
ceremony.  Dr.  Geiger  introduced  Ms.  Choy  of  Department  staff  that  put  together  the  2010  SFApproved.org 
database  that  is  now  available  and  who  would  talk  about  City  champions  in  green  purchasing. 

Ms.  Choy  reported  on  the  SFApproved.org  website  where  you  could  find  1000  of  approved  green  products 
for  your  home  or  organization.  She  stated  that  she  meets  with  City  staff  to  discuss  this  list  and  described 
their  behavioral  change  after  she  thanks  them  for  their  efforts  in  buying  green  products.  She  thanked  OCA 
staff  and  vendors  for  analyzing  City  sales  reports  in  order  to  publish  a long  list  of  City  champions  that  buy 
green  (see  example  on  presentation  slide  8).  Ms.  Choy  reported  on  the  need  to  establish  an  easier  way  to 
provide  this  list  to  City  champions  because  of  the  time  required  to  create  the  list.  She  stated  how  important 
it  is  to  have  the  list  in  order  to  acknowledge  City  departments  and  to  be  able  to  give  out  the  Green 
Purchasing  Team  of  the  Year  Award  and  an  award  of  $600  of  approved  green  products  from 
SFApproved.org. 

Mr.  Galen  Leung,  Supervising  Purchaser,  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA)  reported  that  OCA  is 
one  of  the  major  partners  in  green  purchasing  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  and  senior 
purchasers.  He  supervises  the  central  buyers  in  City  Hall  that  are  responsible  for  the  purchasing  needs  of 
almost  all  City  departments  with  the  exception  of  major  departments  such  as  the  San  Francisco  Public 
l Jtilities  Commission  and  Airport.  He  works  together  with  Department  staff  and  senior  purchasers  to  create 
contracts  that  reflect  the  latest  green  standards  and  provide  for  greener  alternatives.  It  is  a constant  process 
to  update  the  database  with  new  alternatives  and  formally  update  contracts  with  substitutions. 
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Mr.  Leung  described  opportunities  and  challenges.  He  stated  that  the  report  shows  many  potential 
opportunities  with  lamps  and  ballasts,  and  OCA  is  currently  working  with  the  Department  on  the 
Environment  on  priorities  for  compostable  trash  bags  and  janitorial  cleaners.  New  products  are  available 
and  contracts  have  to  be  updated  to  reflect  new  products.  Mr.  Leung  explained  that  City  departments  often 
times  request  alternative  products  that  are  not  green,  but  are  more  economical.  He  described  the  challenges 
involved  in  explaining  to  them  the  importance  of  complying  with  the  Environment  Code  and  the 
Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance.  Other  challenges  due  to  budget  cuts  include  having  an  adequate 
amount  of  resources  and  staffing.  This  factor  results  in  many  departments  having  to  spend  and  do  less.  Mr. 
Leung  introduced  Ms.  Pamela  Olivier,  senior  purchaser  who  has  been  assigned  to  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  for  the  past  six  months. 

Ms.  Pamela  Olivier,  Senior  Purchaser  for  OCA  stated  that  she  has  been  working  for  OCA  for  a year  and 
half,  and  in  the  past  six  months,  she  has  been  working  with  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  Dr. 

Geiger,  Ms.  Choy  and  Ms.  Bryant  on  contracts.  Department  staff  provides  her  with  technical  information 
and  identifies  products.  They  work  as  a team,  establish  a contract,  and  put  it  out  for  bid,  making 
modifications  and  updating  reports.  She  reported  that  OCA  is  going  through  organizational  changes  and 
that  Ms.  Judy  Wong  would  be  her  new  manager  in  the  future.  Dr.  Geiger  gave  credit  to  Ms.  Julie  Bryant  of 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Program,  who  puts  a lot  of  work  into  green  purchasing 
efforts. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  commended  the  Green  Purchasing  team  for  their  work  and  stated  that  the 
metrics  provided  demonstrate  how  well  the  program  is  doing.  The  program  is  doing  a great  job  with 
incentives  such  as  the  Green  Purchasing  Team  of  the  Year  Award  and  is  finding  other  ways  to  build 
competition  among  different  departments  on  green  purchasing.  He  stated  that  some  categories  that  have 
required  green  products  only  show  a 57%  or  80%  compliance  with  the  required  category  and  asked  if 
enforcement  was  being  considered.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  his  approach  is  to  provide  education  first,  which 
is  a challenge.  At  this  time,  there  is  a limit  to  what  can  be  done  as  far  as  punishment.  Mr.  Leung  reported 
that  restricting  items  from  being  purchased  has  been  successful.  If  catalogue  items  are  deemed  to  be 
inappropriate  and  green  alternatives  are  available,  items  will  be  restricted  from  purchase.  He  explained  that 
this  action  has  been  successful  across  the  City,  but  someone  may  find  a shortcut  and  purchase  the  restricted 
item  anyway.  There  is  a limit  to  OCA’s  ability  to  implement  restrictions  and  provide  for  disincentives.  An 
additional  method  is  to  work  within  the  City  hierarchy  of  organizations  that  are  not  complying  well  by 
speaking  with  department  heads,  making  presentations,  and  educating  user  departments.  In  some  instances, 
this  has  been  more  beneficial  in  changing  behavior  than  with  restrictions. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  it  would  be  beneficial  to  inform  departments  that  reports 
are  being  produced  that  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Mayor  if  they  fall  below  a certain  metric.  Dr.  Geiger 
reported  that  departments  are  told  that  tables  are  included  in  these  reports  that  show  their  rate  of  green 
purchasing  and  are  transparent.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  in  addition,  OCA  is  working  with  the  Controller’s 
Office  accountants  on  restrictions  and  not  automatically  approving  purchase  orders  for  the  wrong  item. 
Upper  echelons  are  being  made  aware  that  this  is  an  important  metric  that  is  being  measured,  and  that 
information  is  out  there  and  being  shared. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  enforcement  possibilities  with  vendors.  She  stated  that  doing  business 
with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  is  a privilege  so  we  should  be  able  to  ensure  that  the  people  that  want  to  do 
business  with  San  Francisco  promote  the  products  that  have  been  deemed  the  most  appropriate  and  we 
would  want  people  to  buy.  Vendors  could  be  told  that  they  need  to  submit  bids  for  preapproved  products  as 
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a condition  of  submitting  a bid,  or  given  a disincentive  for  offering  products  that  have  not  been  approved  by 
penalizing  them  in  the  bidding  process.  She  stated  there  must  be  ways  to  relieve  the  burden  on  City  staff  to 
make  those  decisions  and  put  more  responsibility  on  the  vendors.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  it  is  possible  but 
explained  that  they  are  oftentimes  challenged  by  end  user  departments  on  whether  or  not  and  how  certain 
products  should  be  allowed.  When  a product  is  taken  off  the  list  and  replaced  with  another  product, 
departments  and  vendors  have  to  be  educated  to  discuss  the  change.  He  explained  that  there  have  been 
complaints  from  end  user  departments,  not  the  vendors  who  are  cooperative  in  offering  products.  Work  is 
being  done  with  vendors  to  make  sure  that  the  wide  array  of  products  is  made  available  in  San  Francisco. 
Some  users  have  had  challenges  in  purchasing  things  they  want  to  buy  for  whatever  reason  (European 
standard  and  not  yet  available,  low  inventory,  etc.)  and  OCA  is  working  on  vendors  and  departments  on  this 
issue.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  upcoming  janitorial  cleaners’  contract  will  require  vendors  to  do  the 
training  within  the  recommended  guidelines  and  curriculum,  which  will  take  a burden  away  from  staff. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  why  there  was  a low  compliance  rate  for  glass  cleaners.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
that  one  of  the  vendor  reports  showed  that  no  glass  cleaners  were  sold  so  there  is  a question  on  the 
reliability  of  some  of  those  vendor  reports.  He  discussed  the  importance  of  having  ongoing  trainings  to 
educate  people  and  let  them  know  that  the  Department  exists  and  there  are  greener  products  available  that 
work  just  as  well  as  the  bad  products.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  if  glass  cleaners  were  created  in 
bulk,  it  would  remove  the  necessity  for  plastics  associated  with  product  packaging.  She  inquired  whether 
an  effort  has  been  made  toward  consumption  reduction  in  product  categories,  specifically  greenware.  Mr. 
Leung  reported  that  due  to  budget  reductions,  purchases  for  disposable  items  have  decreased,  and  purchases 
for  longer  life  and/or  reusable  items  have  increased  where  funding  is  available,  but  it  is  Department  specific 
and  depends  on  grant  funding  that  departments  receive.  Some  departments  have  reduced  certain  activities 
such  as  cleaning  windows,  landscaping,  etc.  to  reduce  their  expenditures.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  he  is  not 
sure  whether  this  practice  would  continue  if  the  budget  were  to  improve,  but  departments  would  be 
educated  to  make  sure  they  don’t  buy  unnecessary  items  when  the  budget  improves.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  codifying  the  frugality  especially  if  departments  have  shown  they  can  do  without  certain 
products. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  Department  is  promoting  the  new  biodegradable  plastic  bags 
that  have  recently  entered  the  market.  Ms.  Bryant  stated  that  there  is  a big  difference  between  biodegradable 
and  compostable.  The  City  promotes  using  certified  compostable  bags  to  help  facilitate  composting  and 
would  not  recommend  biodegradable  bags.  These  bags  are  something  that  people  are  claiming  would 
biodegrade  in  the  landfill  to  be  used  for  trash  to  send  to  the  landfill,  which  does  not  make  sense.  She  stated 
that  these  bags  don’t  have  a guarantee  when  they  are  going  to  break  down.  Compostable  and  biodegradable 
material  in  the  landfill  is  an  anaerobic  system  and  creates  methane  gas  which  we  want  to  avoid.  Using 
certified  compostable  bags  is  the  best  way  to  go  and  is  what  the  Department  is  promoting. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  pleased  with  OCA  efforts  towards  green  purchasing  and  green 
contracts.  She  asked  if  more  resources  could  be  made  available  to  OCA  so  that  more  time  and  effort  could 
be  spent  into  analyzing  sales  reports  and  developing  performance  standards.  She  asked  if  the  Commission 
or  some  other  City  entity  could  do  something  to  make  more  resources  available  to  the  OCA.  Mr.  Leung 
stated  that  the  Commission  and  Department’s  attention  to  these  matters  brings  a lot  of  attention  to  OCA’s 
efforts  and  is  recognized  by  the  Controller’s  Office  and  Mayor’s  Office  through  reports  they  receive.  He 
stated  that  more  resources  could  always  be  used  in  such  a tight  budgetary  environment  and  explained  that 
trade-offs  have  to  happen.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  it  is  a good  idea  to  keep  the  attention  on  this  issue  so  that 
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funding  is  not  removed  from  this  program  in  order  to  accommodate  other  programs  that  are  experiencing 
budget  cuts. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  the  complex  nature  of  lighting  contracts.  He  asked  about  the 
percentage  of  CFL  purchases  in  the  lighting  contracts.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  report  shows  that  CFLS 
account  for  $12,000  out  of  $166,000  total  expenditures  in  the  lighting  contract.  Mr.  Leung  discussed  the 
problems  with  CFL’s  as  opposed  to  other  fluorescent  light  bulbs,  e.g.,  light  fixtures  that  don’t  match  the 
bulbs.  He  cited  an  example  that  three-fourths  of  the  Airport’s  lights  are  long-tube  fluorescent  that  a CFL 
would  not  fit  into.  Usage  is  changing  continuously  and  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  the  lamps  contracts  is 
complicated.  They  are  trying  to  push  utilization  and  prices  to  be  competitive  and  lower  so  that  more  CFL’s 
and  LED’s  can  be  used. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  the  percentage  reduction  figures  in  the  IPM  and  Green  Purchasing 
Reports  be  checked  for  accuracy.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  data  is  so  inconsistent  yearly  due  to  vendor 
response  or  no  response  that  it  makes  it  difficult  to  make  a comparison  from  year  to  year  on  some  of  these 
product  areas.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  OCA  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  have 
given  any  thought  to  a citywide  environmental  performance  measure  that  would  reward  people  for  using 
green  products.  Ms.  Choy  stated  that  she  has  been  meeting  with  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  to 
work  out  the  details  on  how  to  add  buying  green  to  perfonnance  measures  in  evaluations.  Mr.  Leung  stated 
that  he  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the  Department  on  generating  a listing  of  departments  that  are  doing 
best,  improving,  or  not. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  City  is  spending  a lot  of  money  on  office  paper  and  inquired 
whether  there  is  a possibility  to  go  to  a paperless  contract  system.  Mr.  Leung  talked  about  the  importance 
of  paper  records  to  old-fashioned  traditionalists.  He  stated  that  he  has  started  in  his  new  role  in  charge  of  IT 
procurement  and  would  be  trying  to  influence  everyone  to  agree  with  switching  to  an  electronic 
procurement  system  by  the  end  of  the  year.  He  explained  that  there  are  a lot  of  stakeholders  that  have  an 
influence  over  the  approach.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  there  has  been  progress  in  paper  reduction  in  various 
places,  e.g.,  there  is  a term  contract  for  the  printing  service  for  water  bills  which  has  gone  down  because  of 
the  switch  from  paper  water  bills  to  online  billing.  He  stated  that  he  would  report  back  next  year  on 
stakeholder’s  response  to  switching  to  a paperless  system. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  there  is  a way  to  establish  preventative  controls  so  you 
can  only  purchase  green  products.  Mr.  Leung  discussed  Proposition  Q requirements  that  allow  departments 
to  make  purchasing  decisions  for  items  under  $10,000.  He  explained  that  OCA  can  only  enforce  what  is 
purchased  in  a post-audit  process  in  this  case,  but  frequently  the  purchase  order  does  not  have  enough 
information  to  determine  what  was  purchased.  The  auditors  have  asked  to  look  at  the  invoice,  so  work  is  in 
progress  with  the  Controller’s  Office  on  improving  post-audit  procedures  and  discussing  purchases  made 
with  end-users.  He  is  finding  that  departments  that  use  the  Prop  Q process  for  purchases  under  $10,000 
typically  want  to  buy  things  that  are  restricted  or  have  not  been  purchased  by  the  City  for  some  time.  Mr. 
Leung  stated  that  there  are  a lot  of  purchases  under  $10,000  in  the  1000’s.  He  explained  that  purchases  that 
are  between  $10,000  and  $100,000  are  now  subject  to  review  by  the  Human  Resources  Commission  due  to 
Chapter  14B  and  environmental  and  purchasing  requirements.  Commission  President  Tuchow  thanked  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  for  their  great  work  and  the  work 
with  incentives  and  disincentives  for  green  purchasing. 
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Public  Comment 

Mr.  Todd  Lewis,  Principal,  Omega  Pacific  Electrical  Supply,  reported  that  Omega  Pacific  was  awarded  the 
2008  Minority  Green  Performer  of  the  Year  Award  from  the  United  States  Department  of  Commerce.  He 
stated  that  a lot  of  what  happens  in  the  lighting  area  is  done  in  the  front  line.  Departments  are  asking  for 
replacement  technologies  primarily  in  a maintenance  capacity.  A lot  of  that  technology  has  been  changed 
or  upgraded  and  a lot  has  been  done  by  his  staff  at  Omega  Pacific.  A lot  of  things  that  are  not  seen  in  the 
report  that  was  requested  were  changed  by  any  offset  of  the  requisition  in  the  original  order.  He  discussed 
success  stories  stating  that  a couple  of  departments  such  as  MUNI  recently  used  1000  watts  lamps  on  one 
of  the  MUNI  facilities  and  have  recently  upgraded  to  LED  technologies  and  are  now  down  to  300  watts.  As 
a result  they  no  longer  have  a lamp,  no  longer  require  maintenance,  no  longer  require  mercury.  The  Airport 
went  from  1000  watts  to  64  watts,  so  they  no  longer  require  a lamp  or  mercury  as  well.  Mr.  Lewis  stated 
that  the  last  United  States  manufactured  incandescent  lamp  factory  closed  in  June.  Technology  is  changing, 
and  there  won’t  be  a light  bulb.  In  a year  you  will  see  the  advent  of  the  LED  lamp  that  will  replace  about 
60%  of  lighting  as  you  know  it.  He  stated  that  by  using  the  Department’s  preferable  list  of  products,  their 
inventory  has  been  reduced  by  25  or  30%.  Uniformity  can  be  done  by  the  vendor  if  they  want  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Vince  Gibbs  stated  that  he  is  a member  of  the  Oakland  Planning  Commission  and  is  observing  the  work 
of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  He  suggested  incentivizing  people  to  purchase  green  products  by 
offering  them  an  IPAD. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  2009  San  Francisco  Green 
Purchasing  Program  for  City  Staff  Annual  Report  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

6.  Overview  of  Existing  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  Presentation 
on  New  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Programs,  Goals  and  Design.  (Continued  from  the  July  27,  2010 
Meeting)  Sponsor:  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy 
Manager  (Infonnational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  energy  world  consists  of  the  industrial,  agricultural,  commercial,  and 
residential  sectors.  San  Francisco  does  not  have  a lot  of  agriculture  and  our  industrial  sector  is  a small  part 
of  the  sector  that  is  basically  located  on  Port  facilities  and  a few  other  locations.  The  commercial  sector  has 
been  the  primary  focus  and  consists  of  a lot  of  different  activities  in  Class  A real  estate  buildings  downtown 
to  warehouses  in  the  Potrero  neighborhood.  The  residential  sector  consists  of  multi-family  buildings  with 
five-plus  units,  two  to  four-unit  buildings,  and  single-family  buildings.  Twenty-five  percent  of  all  the  two- 
to-four  unit  buildings  in  California  (about  20,000  out  of  80,000)  are  in  San  Francisco.  There  are  a 
diminishing  number  of  single-family  buildings  because  they  are  either  being  demolished  or  construction  has 
been  done  to  add  additional  units.  The  initial  focus  and  effort  has  been  on  the  commercial  building  sector 
and  multi-family  buildings.  Funding  has  been  received  through  rate-payer  funds,  through  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  to  PG&E  to  the  Department  of  Environment  for  the  commercial  and 
multi-family  program  entitled  “Energy  Watch”  as  all  of  these  local  government  partnerships  across  the 
PG&E  territory  are  called.  That  program  is  ahead  of  schedule  and  has  surpassed  the  goal  for  therms  saved, 
so  PG&E  is  happy  because  they  have  had  a difficult  time  meeting  their  therm  goals.  The  Department  has 
received  twelve  million  dollars  from  PG&E  for  a three-year  cycle  that  is  targeted  for  completion  in  about 
two  years  and  is  optimistic  about  trying  to  leverage  a third  year  of  funding. 
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Mr.  Broomhead  provided  an  update  on  stimulus  funding  for  programmatic  work.  He  explained  that  state 
rules  for  the  multi-family  program  do  not  allow  for  funding  for  all  of  the  work  or  incentives  for  boiler 
retrofits  because  the  state  does  not  believe  they  exist.  San  Francisco  has  thousands  of  very  old  steam  and 
hot  water  boilers  which  have  to  meet  Title  24  requirements  for  efficiency.  Stimulus  money  has  filled  that 
gap.  Over  35  applications  for  the  retrofit  program  have  been  received  since  the  program  was  launched  in 
July.  The  Department  will  be  providing  a $15,000  incentive  for  a $62,000  boiler  retrofit  project  application 
that  was  recently  received.  Because  of  that  incentive,  the  owner  decided  to  go  forward  with  the  project. 

This  program  provides  good  union  jobs  for  workers.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  block  grant  money 
was  designed  as  program  to  create  jobs.  In  the  next  six  to  eight  weeks  Department  staff  will  be  working 
with  local  community-based  organizations  and  paying  them  to  educate  tenants  or  homeowners  on  energy 
efficiency,  water  conservation,  recycling,  composting,  and  other  programs.  We  will  pay  them  to  be  in  those 
homes  for  an  hour  and  work  with  tenants  on  how  to  reduce. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  another  program  being  worked  on  and  one  which  there  is  a lot  of  activity  and 
structure  in  the  state  is  home  performance  for  single-family  homes.  There  are  about  a dozen  organizations 
that  are  focusing  on  home  perfonnance  creating  standards  and  training  for  contractors,  crews,  requirements 
for  the  program,  and  quality  assurance  protocols.  The  Obama  Administration  announced  that  they  want  to 
focus  energy  efficiency  efforts  on  homes  so  there  will  be  a lot  of  resources  and  money  coming  in.  Home 
performance  looks  at  the  house  as  a system,  e.g.,  the  heating  system,  leakage,  duct  system,  water  heaters, 
fans.  All  of  those  things  have  an  impact  on  whether  excess  energy  is  being  used,  whether  there  is  mold  and 
bad  indoor  air  quality.  However,  you  can  make  improvements  and  make  it  more  dangerous  so  you  have  to 
be  careful  and  have  specialists  that  know  what  they  are  doing.  He  explained  that  this  program  would  be 
particularly  effective  in  Victorians  and  Edwardian  houses  that  are  drafty  and  cold  all  of  the  time.  $2.5 
million  dollars  in  stimulus  funding  has  been  garnered  applying  to  the  United  States  Department  of  Energy 
and  the  state  to  work  on  marketing  strategies. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  some  of  the  Department’s  block  grant  money  is  being  used  to  start  a San 
Francisco  home  improvement  program  incentive  for  people  doing  home  performance  retrofits.  The  first 
application  was  received  today.  Incentives  include  giving  out  $2000  to  a family  that  earns  120%  or  less 
than  average  area  median  income  (AMI)  and  $1000  to  anybody  over  that.  This  has  been  designed  to  be  in 
alignment  and  agreement  with  PG&E  who  has  just  launched  a pilot  program  where  some  of  these  same 
homes  can  receive  up  to  $3,500.  Theoretically,  somebody  who  is  at  100%  of  the  AMI  can  get  $5500  for  a 
retrofit  for  the  program,  and  a lot  of  work  can  be  done  for  $5500.  He  hopes  to  see  an  increase  in  home 
performance  work  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  grants  have  been  received  for  home  performance  work.  The  Victorian  and  two- 
to-four  unit  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are  unique  and  are  not  homes  that  other  localities  have,  so  all  of  the 
home  performance  testing  protocols  and  knowledge  base  is  not  well  suited  to  San  Francisco  buildings.  A 
Frank  Foundation  grant  for  $250,000  has  been  issued  to  do  an  investigation  of  the  specifics  of  the  San 
Francisco  housing  stock  for  single-family  dwellings  and  to  apply  home  performance  to  two-to-four  unit 
buildings  and  to  some  of  the  small  multi-family  buildings  in  San  Francisco.  In  addition,  that  information 
will  be  used  to  create  a web  tool  for  remodeling  contractors  and  home  owners  who  are  doing  projects  such 
as  a kitchen  or  bathroom  remodel  and  can  use  this  information  to  fit  into  a home  performance  approach  for 
their  home.  The  housing  stock  in  San  Francisco  is  being  segmented,  certain  art  types  are  being  identified, 
and  a performance  path  is  being  constructed  for  some  of  these  homes  with  the  intent  that  they  could 
ultimately  reach  zero  energy  with  the  application  of  solar  energy  and  other  technologies.  An  additional 
grant  has  been  received  from  Living  Cities  Foundation  to  help  with  that  investigation  and  to  train  local 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

October  5,  2010  Rescheduled  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  1 0 


contractors  and  their  crew  on  this  new  information.  There  will  be  an  educated  user  group,  remodeling 
contractors,  educated  homeowners  and  trained  contractors  and  crew  that  will  be  familiar  with  the 
peculiarities  of  the  San  Francisco  housing  stock. 

Mr.  Broomhead  provided  policy  updates  since  his  last  presentation  to  the  Commission.  He  reported  that  the 
Commercial  Energy  Lighting  ordinance  has  passed.  He  is  waiting  approval  from  the  California  Energy 
Commission  (CEC).  Work  is  being  done  with  the  Green  Building  group  on  the  existing  commercial 
buildings  benchmarking  ordinance.  As  part  of  home  performance  work,  it  is  expected  that  next  year  will  be 
the  right  time  to  approach  the  real  estate  industry  to  propose  an  upgrade  to  the  Residential  Energy 
Conservation  Ordinance  to  require  a home  performance  test  at  the  time  of  sale.  That  timeframe  would 
allow  for  building  up  the  knowledge  base  throughout  the  city  so  people  can  understand  what  home 
performance  is  and  enough  contractors  to  be  available  to  fill  the  need. 

There  are  outstanding  areas  being  developed.  One  is  related  to  Community  Choice  Aggregation  (CCA). 

The  decision  about  going  forward  to  CCA  means  that  the  Department  would  have  the  opportunity  to  take 
over  energy-efficiency  programming.  The  Ordinance  states  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  would 
be  responsible  for  running  the  programs,  whether  the  customer  is  on  CCA  or  not.  If  the  customer  gets  their 
power  from  the  City,  the  Department  would  offer  them  the  program;  if  through  PG&E,  they  would  be 
offered  PG&E’s  program.  Gas  service  would  be  through  service  from  our  PG&E  contract.  The  CPUC  at 
this  time  is  reviewing  processes,  standards,  monitoring  and  evaluation  that  would  be  required.  Second,  the 
Energy  Watch  funding  is  slated  for  three  years,  but  the  authorization  for  CPUC  to  have  these  programs  ends 
at  the  end  of  next  calendar  year.  The  legislature  has  to  restart  the  entire  energy  efficiency  portfolio  through 
the  utilities,  and  there  will  be  a question  on  how  that  will  be  done.  It  means  there  will  be  a discussion  at  the 
legislative  level  and  something  we  need  to  be  involved  in  because  there  are  some  rules  we  would  like  to  see 
changed  at  the  legislative  level. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  a Resolution  setting  up  an  Energy  Efficiency  Steering  Committee  of 
citizens  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Department  about  our  energy  efficiency  programs. 

Issues  before  them  consist  of  whether  funding  should  be  directed  toward  providing  services  to  low-income 
or  toward  market-rate  building  owners.  The  impact  of  that  decision  is  about  jobs  created.  If  you  are 
providing  money  to  market-rate  building  owners,  you  are  leveraging  a lot  of  market  money;  therefore,  more 
work  and  more  jobs  are  being  created.  If  money  is  to  be  provided  to  the  low-income  sector,  you  would  not 
be  leveraging  additional  money,  fewer  jobs  would  be  created,  and  when  the  money  is  gone,  you  have 
nothing  left,  and  you  have  built  no  market  for  it.  The  other  issue  is  the  skilled  workers  versus  entry  level 
workers.  Advocates  have  been  claiming  there  will  be  thousands  of  jobs  available.  Mr.  Broomhead’s 
calculation  is  dozens,  maybe  1 50  jobs  if  there  is  a lot  more  money  received.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that 
PACE  financing  has  been  pulled  off  the  table  by  Fannie  Mae  and  Freddie  Mac  declaring  that  they  would 
not  accept  any  loans  that  had  tax  lien  in  front  of  the  primary  mortgage. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  whether  the  $2.5  million  for  home  retrofits  includes  marketing  dollars  to 
let  people  know  about  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  $900,000  of  the  $2.5  million  is  from  state 
stimulus  money,  and  the  remaining  $1 .6  million  is  stimulus  funding  from  the  Department  of  Energy  that 
would  be  used  for  marketing.  Commissioner  Mok  inquired  how  the  funding  coming  in  from  all  the 
different  sources  would  be  managed.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  funding  would  be  managed  through  the 
Department’s  tracking  system.  Each  funding  source  is  assigned  an  index  code  identifier.  Staff  charges  their 
hours  on  a project  to  a particular  index  code.  All  work  and  purchase  orders  arc  charged  and  tracked  through 
that  index  code  and  reports  arc  issued  to  all  the  different  funding  sources  on  how  money  is  spent. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

October  5,  2010  Rescheduled  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  1 1 


Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  location  of  infonnation  to  apply  online  for  a home  performance 
test.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  initially  marketing  will  be  done  through  the  contractors  themselves  who 
are  going  back  to  existing  customers  and  bringing  them  into  the  program.  This  group  will  be  used  to  make 
sure  the  system  is  operating  properly  and  then  the  marketing  program  will  be  established.  The  other 
stimulus  money  received  from  the  state  and  federal  government  is  to  work  on  statewide  consortium 
marketing  program  strategies.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  is  a role  for  EnvironmentNow 
staff  in  providing  tenant  education  that  is  currently  being  provided  through  contracting  with  non-profit 
organizations.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  the  intent  is  to  place  expertise  in  the  community  and 
discussed  risks  that  may  be  involved  in  sending  City  employees  to  enter  people’s  homes.  Commissioner 
Tuchow  stated  that  EnvironmentNow  staff  have  been  and  are  currently  contributing  to  energy-efficiency 
programs.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  EnvironmentNow  workers  are  continuing  to  do  business  outreach  and 
have  a full  work  scheduled  committed  to  working  with  businesses. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  Mr.  Broomhead  for  helping  in  making  the  community  more  energy- 
efficient  and  helping  the  Department  of  the  Environment  be  more  self-sufficient.  He  asked  Mr.  Broomhead 
to  inform  the  Commission  on  how  they  can  be  of  assistance  in  the  growth  of  energy-efficiency  programs. 

7.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Review  of  the  agenda  for  the  October  20,  2010  Meeting. 

Committee  Chair  Mok  reported  that  at  the  July  Operations  Committee  meeting,  Operations  Committee 
members  were  provided  with  input  from  the  Policy  Committee.  He  asked  Commissioners  for  suggestions 
to  incorporate  into  future  agendas. 

8.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  August  9 and  September  13,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  October  25,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  August  9 meeting  (1)  held  a discussion 
with  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  Director  of  Sustainability  about  the  district’s  sustainability 
activities  and  plans;  (2)  discussed  bottled  water  at  city  events  with  input  by  a number  of  people  who  had 
experience  in  not  making  single-serve  bottles  at  such  events  available  when  necessary,  and  (3)  discussed  the 
list  of  environmental  conservation  and  public  health  organizations  in  the  city  and  surrounding  area  that  will 
receive  the  Commission’s  outreach  survey  once  it  is  completed.  The  Policy  Committee  at  their  September 
13  meeting  (1)  heard  a legislative  update  on  legislative  goals  in  the  state  of  California,  (2)  were  presented 
with  the  Department’s  staff  comments  on  the  Treasure  Island  Draft  EIR,  and  (3)  had  the  first  meeting  with 
the  Department’s  new  Director  to  talk  with  her  about  her  goals  and  vision  for  the  Department. 

Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  agenda  for  the  October  25  meeting  would  tentatively  include  a 
discussion  on  bird  friendly  buildings,  a discussion  on  wastewater,  and  the  outreach  survey. 

9.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 
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Ms.  Fish  provided  a written  report  on  pending  City  legislation  and  communications  and  correspondence 
received  since  the  July  27,  2010  Commission  meeting. 

10.  Director’s  Report  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the 

Environment  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Clean  Air,  Climate  Division,  Green  Building,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice 
Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and 
Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  this  is  her  first  Commission  meeting  and  that  she  has  been  on  the  job  as  the 
new  Director  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  for  five  weeks,  starting  on  August  23.  She  explained 
that  she  is  learning  about  the  Department,  its  programs,  and  has  been  meeting  with  staff,  Commissioners 
other  Department  heads  and  charting  the  Department’s  future  course.  She  provided  a written  detailed  report 
received  from  program  managers  about  activities  in  each  program  area  and  highlighted  items  that  include: 

• The  landfill  contract  negotiations  have  been  completed  and  introduced  today  at  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  and  a hearing  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  October  20.  She  has  had  a couple  of  meetings 
with  members  of  the  Board  to  offer  her  assistance  and  will  continue  to  meet  with  the  Board  in  the  next 
couple  of  weeks  about  the  landfill  contract  and  the  Department  in  general. 

• The  Department  has  had  24  new  hires  since  August  and  is  continuing  to  grow.  She  explained  that 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  (ARRA)  funds  ran  out  on  September  30th,  and  that 
Department  funds  have  been  identified  to  rehire  1 8 of  the  strongest  EnvironmentNow  staff  to  do 
business  outreach  particularly  on  energy-efficiency  audits  for  businesses. 

• A Senior  Staff  Annual  Retreat  is  scheduled  for  October  21 . Director  Nutter  encouraged  one  or  two 
Commissioners  to  attend  to  provide  Commission  feedback  and  support  as  senior  staff  discuss  the 
Department’s  Strategic  Plan  and  future  plans.  She  explained  that  over  the  next  three  months,  Strategic 
Plan  presentations  will  be  heard  at  senior  staff  meetings  with  the  goal  of  having  a Draft  Plan  for 
Commission  review  in  January.  She  asked  Commissioners  to  let  her  know  if  they  are  interested  in 
seeing  drafts  before  a final  Draft  version  is  created  so  she  can  find  opportunities  to  weigh  in  and  get 
feedback. 

• Announced  the  77%  landfill  diversion  rate  which  is  the  nation’s  highest  and  is  a huge  victory  for  the 
city  and  Department.  The  best  news  is  that  those  are  2008  numbers  before  the  mandatory  recycling  and 
composting  law  went  into  effect.  She  feels  confident  that  we  are  going  to  march  to  the  zero-waste  goal 
with  the  advent  of  mandatory  recycling  and  composting. 

• Implementation  work  is  in  progress  on  the  Cell  Phone  Ordinance.  Two  public  meetings  have  been  held 
to  gather  input.  As  of  November  1,  cell  phone  service  providers  must  provide  retailers  with  SAR  values 
with  the  hope  of  having  SAR  values  posted  by  February  1,  201 1 . 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  many  of  the  other  program  highlights  are  listed  in  the  written  Director’s  Report. 
She  stated  that  Department  programs  are  doing  great  and  she  is  proud  to  be  part  of  the  Department  and  its 
work. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  in  the  past  couple  of  days  the  news  reported  that  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  (FCC)  removed  SAR  values  and  said  they  were  irrelevant.  He  asked  what  if 
any  effect  that  would  have  on  the  City’s  Cell  Phone  Ordinance  legislation.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the 
materials  that  the  Department  was  assembling  for  the  cell  phone  legislation  mirrored  the  FCC  website  that 
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stated  that  if  you  would  like  to  reduce  your  exposure  to  cell  phone  radiation,  here  are  a number  of  steps  to 
use  and  you  can  use  SAR  values  as  a way  to  monitor  that.  In  the  past  few  weeks,  the  FCC  changed  their 
website  to  indicate  that  they  have  doubts  whether  the  SAR  value  is  a good  indicator  forjudging  cell  phone 
radiation.  A meeting  was  held  to  discuss  this  issue  with  the  FCC  who  provided  feedback  about  our 
materials  that  would  be  taken  into  consideration.  Essentially,  we  are  still  going  to  use  the  SAR  value 
because  that  is  what  the  FCC  uses  as  a guideline,  and  their  scientists  have  said  that  there  is  no  better  way  to 
judge  cell  phone  radiation.  As  a public  right  to  know  measure,  the  Department  will  stay  with  this  concept. 

Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis  stated  that  her  understanding  what  that  the  various  competing  landfill 
proposals  would  be  made  available  to  the  public  once  negotiations  were  complete  and  asked  how  to  access 
proposals.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  reported  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  can  provide 
Commissioners  with  copies  of  the  proposals. 

11.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

12.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Commission  President  Tuchow  again 
welcomed  the  new  Director  and  Commissioner.  He  asked  Commissioners  to  provide  potential  future 
agenda  items  to  him  well  in  advance  of  meetings  as  he  works  with  the  Director  on  setting  the  agenda  on  a 
regular  basis. 

13.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  This  agenda  item 
was  not  discussed  at  this  time. 

14.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  suggested  that  Commissioners  consider  asking  for  information  about  projects  being 
funded  by  community  challenge  grants  that  have  to  do  with  changing  the  environment.  She  explained  that 
there  is  a project  in  her  area  (Tompkins  Hill  and  Bernal  Heights  project)  that  she  disapproves  of  and  the 
City  gave  them  $ 1 5,000  to  do  it.  She  does  not  approve  of  chopping  down  trees  in  one  area  which  is  what  is 
being  done  as  part  of  this  project  and  then  planting  them  in  other  areas.  She  feels  this  should  come  under 
environmental  inspection. 

15.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:02  p.m. 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  November  22,  2010,  5:00 
p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  meeting  website  at 

https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironmcnt.org/commission/environment-commission  included  with  minutes 
by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.  Fisli(a)sfsov.  org. 

Respectfully  submitted  by  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Tel:  (415)  355-3709,  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Approved: 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

DEC - 8 2010 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


MELANIE  NUTTER 

SAN  FRANCISCO  Director 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

^RESCHEDULED  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 

I/O  I <f/  / 0 

TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  5,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  408,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President), 

Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Rahul  Prakash,  Johanna  Wald 

*NOTE:  The  Tuesday,  September  28.  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 

rescheduled  to  Tuesday,  October  5,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  and  was  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  408. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m. 

Present:  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow,  Commission  Vice-President  Ruth  Gravanis,  Commissioners 
Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King.  Commissioner  Tuchow  welcomed  the 
Department’s  new  Director  Melanie  Nutter  and  new  Commissioner  Rahul  Prakash. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2010  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory  Document:  July  27,  2010  Draft 
and  Approved  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice  President  Gravanis,  second  by 
Commissioner  Wald,  the  July  27,  2010  Draft  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 


4.  Approval  of  the  2008-09  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Program  Annual  Report. 

Sponsor:  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speaker:  Chris  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Manager  (Explanatory 
Document:  IPM  2008-09  Annual  Report  and  Presentation)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Program  started  in  1 996  as  a result  of  a 
public  campaign  on  pesticide  use  in  the  parks.  The  program  relies  on  stakeholder  involvement  by  City 
departments  to  maintain  a Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  that  limits  which  products  can  be  used  on  City 
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properties  and  more  importantly  requires  City  Pest  Managers  to  use  an  integrated  pest  management 
approach,  which  means  do  prevention  first  with  the  non-chemical  approach  and  then  save  pesticide  use  as  a 
last  resort.  There  is  an  exemption  process  in  the  Ordinance  for  people  that  want  to  use  something  that  is  not 
on  this  list.  The  Department  of  the  Environment’s  IPM  program  makes  this  determination  after  having 
conversations  with  the  affected  parties. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  one  of  the  duties  of  the  IPM  Program  is  to  keep  track  of  pesticide  data  on  City 
properties.  This  is  done  through  annual  reporting  by  City  departments.  At  the  beginning  of  2010,  the  IPM 
Program  switched  to  a web-enabled  database  that  is  hoped  to  make  next  year’s  report  easier  to  assemble. 

He  explained  that  the  old  database  was  not  functional,  and  as  a result  there  is  less  detail  than  usual  in  this 
year's  report.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  program  has  a good  record  since  its  inception.  There  is  an  81% 
reduction  in  total  pounds  of  pesticide  used  since  1 996.  If  looking  at  the  total  in  gallons,  there  is  an  88% 
reduction.  He  stated  that  he  likes  to  think  of  the  reduction  in  terms  of  active  ingredients  because  that  is 
generally  but  not  always  the  most  hazardous  part  of  the  pesticide.  In  this  case,  it  would  be  a 76%  reduction. 

Dr.  Geiger  referenced  the  first  page  of  the  presentation,  the  graph  of  “Pesticide  Use  on  City  Properties 
2008-09“  stating  that  the  black  line  represents  the  total  pesticide  active  ingredients  used  over  the  years.  He 
stated  that  use  came  down  and  then  bumped  around  for  the  past  few  years.  For  example,  in  2005  there  is  a 
big  bump  in  the  black  line  that  was  directly  attributed  to  the  2005  American  Express  Golf  Tournament. 

Golf  accounts  for  a large  portion  of  the  pesticide  used,  and  for  the  most  hazardous  of  pesticide  used.  Seven 
of  the  top  fifteen  pesticides  in  terms  of  pounds  used  by  Recreation  and  Park  Department  are  for  golf 
exclusively  and  all  but  one  of  those  are  Tier  1,  the  highest  hazard.  There  are  other  factors  that  have  fed  into 
these  trends  in  the  presentation  over  the  years  such  as  sudden  oak  death.  The  only  treatment  for  a 
prominent  tree  infected  with  sudden  oak  disease  is  a low-toxicity  product  that  is  used  quite  a bit  and 
accounted  for  a fair  amount  of  the  pesticide  use. 

Dr.  Geiger  discussed  1PM  Program  accomplishments  for  2008  and  09.  He  stated  that  a Facilities  Managers 
Training  was  held  in  2008  to  discuss  how  to  best  prevent  pests,  how  to  best  use  non-chemical  methods,  and 
keep  maintenance  schedules  up  so  pests  do  not  come  in  the  first  place.  Pestec,  the  City’s  Pest  Control 
Contractor,  helped  to  facilitate  the  training.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  held  their  twelfth  San 
Francisco  Annual  Urban  IPM  Conference  in  2009.  The  theme  of  the  conference  was  invasive  species.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  overlap  between  invasive  species  control  and  pesticide-use  reduction,  which  can 
be  contentious  at  times.  There  was  a re-visioning  last  year  called  the  “Idea  Olympics”  that  concluded  that 
the  program  should  look  at  being  more  of  a sustainable  landscaping  program  and  not  just  about  pesticides. 
Water  and  soils  are  reviewed  anyway  when  doing  innovative  pest  management  so  why  not  make  it  part  of 
the  program.  As  a result,  work  is  being  done  with  the  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Coalition,  a sustainable- 
landscaping  program  that  will  offer  certifications  of  landscapes  and  landscapers. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  nineteen  IPM  Technical  Advisory  Committee  meetings  were  held  that  are  always 
free  to  the  public,  usually  with  a speaker  and  continuing  education  credits.  He  explained  that  the  new 
database  is  not  yet  perfect  but  it  is  working.  Annual  public  hearings  are  held  on  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide 
List  that  gives  an  opportunity  for  the  public  to  communicate  about  their  concerns  and  a chance  for  City 
departments  to  justify  use  of  higher-toxicity  pesticides  and  justify  exemptions  they  have  requested. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  other  items  of  note  in  the  IPM  Report.  I le  stated  that  the  reports  from  Pestec  have 
been  positive  and  commended  the  head  of  Pestec  who  was  in  attendance  at  this  meeting  for  his  effort.  In 
looking  at  their  data.  88%  of  their  visits  to  City  departments  resulted  in  no  pesticides  being  used,  and  the 
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pesticides  being  used  are  lowest-hazard  products.  He  stated  that  City  departments  and  the  people  who  are 
core  to  the  team  deserve  the  most  credit  because  they  are  the  ones  who  are  doing  the  work. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  any  new  herbicides  or  pesticides  were  prohibited  in  the 
past  year.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  are  changes  made  every  year  with  some  pesticides  being  taken  off 
the  list  and  others  put  on,  and  minor  changes  were  made  in  this  year’s  list.  He  stated  that  annually,  IPM 
staff  goes  through  the  list  of  pesticides  and  asks  the  questions  (1)  if  it  is  being  used,  (2)  is  it  necessary  (3)  is 
there  a safer  alternative;  and  (4)  is  the  product  still  registered,  and  is  there  a new  registration  number?  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  on  the  addition  of  a significantly  lower-hazard  product  currently  being  used  for  weeds  in 
place  of  the  dicamba  product  and  the  success  of  that  product.  He  stated  that  there  were  no  major  changes  in 
this  year’s  list.  He  explained  that  it  is  important  to  know  that  the  number  of  products  is  not  a measure  of 
performance  with  this  program. 

Commissioner  Martin  referenced  the  IPM  Report,  Figure  1,  noting  that  there  is  a trend  and  then  spikes  in 
the  public  health  insecticide  and  asked  why  it  was  increasing  so  dramatically.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the 
first  spike  was  due  to  the  West  Nile  Virus  when  it  came  into  the  city.  Ensuing  spikes  are  dependent  on  City 
budgets  for  mosquito  prevention  and  monitoring,  e.g.,  whether  mosquitoes  are  found  and  treatment  is 
required.  There  is  a team  of  bicycle  messengers  that  visit  all  the  stormwater  catchment  basins  to  see  if  there 
is  larva  there  before  microbial  pellets  are  dropped  in.  There  was  a switch  to  a safer  microbial  product  from 
a previous  product  that  may  account  for  a higher  volume  because  you  have  to  use  more  of  the  product 
because  it  doesn’t  last  as  long.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  economics  of  lowering  the 
amount  of  pesticides  being  used.  She  referred  to  the  presentation  slide  showing  the  percentage  required  of 
green  products  and  associated  economics.  She  suggested  tracking  information  as  an  incentive  measure.  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  that  he  is  checking  the  validity  of  existing  data  that  shows  the  correlation  between  the 
number  of  gardener  positions  and  amount  of  herbicides  being  used  over  the  past  fifteen  years.  Data  is 
usually  full  of  variations,  but  there  was  a good  correlation  that  tells  us  that  when  you  cut  gardener  positions, 
you  may  be  increasing  the  pressure  to  use  pesticides.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  looking  at  the 
information  more  closely  and  to  review  the  trade-offs  financially  between  the  two  decisions. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  congratulated  Dr.  Geiger  and  the  IPM  team  on  their  progress.  Upon  Motion 
by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  2008-09  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  Program  Annual  Report  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

5.  Approval  of  the  2009  San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program  for  City  Staff  Annual  Report. 

Sponsor  Melanie  Nutter,  Director;  Speakers:  Chris  Geiger,  Green  Purchasing  Manager;  Jessian  Choy,  City 
Toxics  Reduction  Assistant;  Galen  Leung,  Supervising  Purchaser,  Office  of  Contract  Administration 
(OCA);  Pamela  Olivier,  Green  Purchaser  (OCA)  (Explanatory  Document:  2009  Annual  Report  and 
Presentation)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing  Program  or  Green  Purchasing  Program 
got  its  official  start  in  2005  with  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  that  was  passed.  This  requires  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  to  set  up  a list  of  products  that  City  departments  must  buy  and  has  various 
other  requirements.  The  Department’s  approach  was  to  set  up  the  SFApproved.org  Lists,  which  Ms.  Choy 
was  instrumental  in  creating  and  will  discuss  in  more  detail.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  staff  is  working  on  a 
fairly  long  list  of  product  areas  and  discussed  the  time  involved  in  maintaining  the  list  and  revisiting  all  the 
product  areas.  He  stated  that  throughout  the  years,  it  is  harder  to  approve  new  products  because  so  much 
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time  is  required  in  renewing  old  products.  It  is  a cumulative  workload  to  maintain  the  Green  Purchasing 
program. 

Dr.  Geiger  referenced  Table  A.  page  7 of  the  Green  Purchasing  Program  report,  which  is  the  most  important 
table  and  contains  a summary  of  the  purchases.  He  presented  a simplified  version  on  a presentation  slide 
(Slide  4).  He  stated  that  the  best  metric  for  green  purchasing  in  the  City  is  to  measure  how  many  green 
products  are  defined  as  green  in  terms  of  dollars  that  have  been  purchased.  The  denominator  of  all 
products  is  put  in  that  category  or  subcategory  and  a percentage  is  calculated.  There  are  very  significant 
reporting  challenges.  He  explained  that  staff  has  to  rely  on  vendors  who  have  been  spending  a lot  of  time 
providing  information  and  were  commended  for  their  effort.  He  explained  that  2009  was  the  first  year  that 
there  was  a full  year  of  data  on  computer  purchases,  which  is  reflects  in  Slide  4.  San  Francisco  has  the 
highest  standard  in  the  country  for  computer  purchasing  standards.  It  is  the  first  city  to  require  EPEATA 
Gold,  which  is  an  EPA  sponsored  registration  program  for  green  computer  equipment.  It  is  also  the  first 
city  to  require  the  Climate  Savers  Computing  Initiative,  which  is  a certification  for  computer  servers.  Dr. 
Geiger  provided  data  on  citywide  compliance  with  meeting  green  purchasing  by  product  category  and 
described  accomplishments  and  challenges  (Slide  4).  He  explained  that  in  the  case  of  janitorial  cleaners, 
the  volume  went  down  partially  because  departments  have  the  option  to  buy  on  their  own  outside  of  the 
citywide  contract,  which  makes  it  difficult  to  control  who  is  buying  what.  He  stated  that  lighting  is  one  of 
the  most  challenging  contracts  because  there  are  so  many  products  and  many  of  them  are  specialized.  City 
Hall  and  the  Opera  House  have  historic  features  that  require  certain  lamps.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  is 
challenging  to  communicate  with  City  users  on  what  is  green  or  not  and  that  is  being  worked  on  now. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  program  accomplishments.  He  stated  that  janitorial  services  and  new  lighting 
fixtures  contracts  were  developed  with  language  that  would  require  contractors  to  buy  the  recommended 
products.  The  final  draft  of  a bio-waste  lubricants  contract  is  now  available.  Staff  has  trained  over  500 
staff  in  sixteen  departments  in  the  past  year  and  participated  in  a Green  Purchaser  of  the  Year  award 
ceremony.  Dr.  Geiger  introduced  Ms.  Choy  of  Department  staff  that  put  together  the  2010  SFApproved.org 
database  that  is  now  available  and  who  would  talk  about  City  champions  in  green  purchasing. 

Ms.  Choy  reported  on  the  SFApproved.org  website  where  you  could  find  1000  of  approved  green  products 
for  your  home  or  organization.  She  stated  that  she  meets  with  City  staff  to  discuss  this  list  and  described 
their  behavioral  change  after  she  thanks  them  for  their  efforts  in  buying  green  products.  She  thanked  OCA 
staff  and  vendors  for  analyzing  City  sales  reports  in  order  to  publish  a long  list  of  City  champions  that  buy 
green  (see  example  on  presentation  slide  8).  Ms.  Choy  reported  on  the  need  to  establish  an  easier  way  to 
provide  this  list  to  City  champions  because  of  the  time  required  to  create  the  list.  She  stated  how  important 
it  is  to  have  the  list  in  order  to  acknowledge  City  departments  and  to  be  able  to  give  out  the  Green 
Purchasing  Team  of  the  Year  Award  and  an  award  of  $600  of  approved  green  products  from 
SFApproved.org. 

Mr.  Galen  Leung,  Supervising  Purchaser,  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA)  reported  that  OCA  is 
one  of  the  major  partners  in  green  purchasing  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  and  senior 
purchasers.  I le  supervises  the  central  buyers  in  City  Hall  that  are  responsible  for  the  purchasing  needs  of 
almost  all  City  departments  w ith  the  exception  of  major  departments  such  as  the  San  Francisco  Public 
l tilitics  Commission  and  Airport.  I le  works  together  with  Department  staff  and  senior  purchasers  to  create 
contracts  that  reflect  the  latest  green  standards  and  provide  for  greener  alternatives.  It  is  a constant  process 
to  update  the  database  with  new  alternatives  and  formally  update  contracts  with  substitutions. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

October  5,  2010  Rescheduled  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
Page  5 


Mr.  Leung  described  opportunities  and  challenges.  He  stated  that  the  report  shows  many  potential 
opportunities  with  lamps  and  ballasts,  and  OCA  is  currently  working  with  the  Department  on  the 
Environment  on  priorities  for  compostable  trash  bags  and  janitorial  cleaners.  New  products  are  available 
and  contracts  have  to  be  updated  to  reflect  new  products.  Mr.  Leung  explained  that  City  departments  often 
times  request  alternative  products  that  are  not  green,  but  are  more  economical.  He  described  the  challenges 
involved  in  explaining  to  them  the  importance  of  complying  with  the  Environment  Code  and  the 
Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance.  Other  challenges  due  to  budget  cuts  include  having  an  adequate 
amount  of  resources  and  staffing.  This  factor  results  in  many  departments  having  to  spend  and  do  less.  Mr. 
Leung  introduced  Ms.  Pamela  Olivier,  senior  purchaser  who  has  been  assigned  to  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  for  the  past  six  months. 

Ms.  Pamela  Olivier,  Senior  Purchaser  for  OCA  stated  that  she  has  been  working  for  OCA  for  a year  and 
half,  and  in  the  past  six  months,  she  has  been  working  with  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  Dr. 

Geiger,  Ms.  Choy  and  Ms.  Bryant  on  contracts.  Department  staff  provides  her  with  technical  information 
and  identifies  products.  They  work  as  a team,  establish  a contract,  and  put  it  out  for  bid,  making 
modifications  and  updating  reports.  She  reported  that  OCA  is  going  through  organizational  changes  and 
that  Ms.  Judy  Wong  would  be  her  new  manager  in  the  future.  Dr.  Geiger  gave  credit  to  Ms.  Julie  Bryant  of 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Program,  who  puts  a lot  of  work  into  green  purchasing 
efforts. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  commended  the  Green  Purchasing  team  for  their  work  and  stated  that  the 
metrics  provided  demonstrate  how  well  the  program  is  doing.  The  program  is  doing  a great  job  with 
incentives  such  as  the  Green  Purchasing  Team  of  the  Year  Award  and  is  finding  other  ways  to  build 
competition  among  different  departments  on  green  purchasing.  He  stated  that  some  categories  that  have 
required  green  products  only  show  a 57%  or  80%  compliance  with  the  required  category  and  asked  if 
enforcement  was  being  considered.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  his  approach  is  to  provide  education  first,  which 
is  a challenge.  At  this  time,  there  is  a limit  to  what  can  be  done  as  far  as  punishment.  Mr.  Leung  reported 
that  restricting  items  from  being  purchased  has  been  successful.  If  catalogue  items  are  deemed  to  be 
inappropriate  and  green  alternatives  are  available,  items  will  be  restricted  from  purchase.  He  explained  that 
this  action  has  been  successful  across  the  City,  but  someone  may  find  a shortcut  and  purchase  the  restricted 
item  anyway.  There  is  a limit  to  OCA’s  ability  to  implement  restrictions  and  provide  for  disincentives.  An 
additional  method  is  to  work  within  the  City  hierarchy  of  organizations  that  are  not  complying  well  by 
speaking  with  department  heads,  making  presentations,  and  educating  user  departments.  In  some  instances, 
this  has  been  more  beneficial  in  changing  behavior  than  with  restrictions. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  it  would  be  beneficial  to  inform  departments  that  reports 
are  being  produced  that  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Mayor  if  they  fall  below  a certain  metric.  Dr.  Geiger 
reported  that  departments  are  told  that  tables  are  included  in  these  reports  that  show  their  rate  of  green 
purchasing  and  are  transparent.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  in  addition,  OCA  is  working  with  the  Controller’s 
Office  accountants  on  restrictions  and  not  automatically  approving  purchase  orders  for  the  wrong  item. 
Upper  echelons  are  being  made  aware  that  this  is  an  important  metric  that  is  being  measured,  and  that 
information  is  out  there  and  being  shared. 

Commissioner  Wald  inquired  about  enforcement  possibilities  with  vendors.  She  stated  that  doing  business 
with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  is  a privilege  so  we  should  be  able  to  ensure  that  the  people  that  want  to  do 
business  with  San  Francisco  promote  the  products  that  have  been  deemed  the  most  appropriate  and  we 
would  want  people  to  buy.  Vendors  could  be  told  that  they  need  to  submit  bids  for  preapproved  products  as 
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a condition  of  submitting  a bid,  or  given  a disincentive  for  offering  products  that  have  not  been  approved  by 
penalizing  them  in  the  bidding  process.  She  stated  there  must  be  ways  to  relieve  the  burden  on  City  staff  to 
make  those  decisions  and  put  more  responsibility  on  the  vendors.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  it  is  possible  but 
explained  that  they  are  oftentimes  challenged  by  end  user  departments  on  whether  or  not  and  how  certain 
products  should  be  allowed.  When  a product  is  taken  off  the  list  and  replaced  with  another  product, 
departments  and  vendors  have  to  be  educated  to  discuss  the  change.  He  explained  that  there  have  been 
complaints  from  end  user  departments,  not  the  vendors  who  are  cooperative  in  offering  products.  Work  is 
being  done  with  vendors  to  make  sure  that  the  wide  array  of  products  is  made  available  in  San  Francisco. 
Some  users  have  had  challenges  in  purchasing  things  they  want  to  buy  for  whatever  reason  (European 
standard  and  not  yet  available,  low  inventory,  etc.)  and  OCA  is  working  on  vendors  and  departments  on  this 
issue.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  upcoming  janitorial  cleaners’  contract  will  require  vendors  to  do  the 
training  within  the  recommended  guidelines  and  curriculum,  which  will  take  a burden  away  from  staff. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  why  there  was  a low  compliance  rate  for  glass  cleaners.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
that  one  of  the  vendor  reports  showed  that  no  glass  cleaners  were  sold  so  there  is  a question  on  the 
reliability  of  some  of  those  vendor  reports.  He  discussed  the  importance  of  having  ongoing  trainings  to 
educate  people  and  let  them  know  that  the  Department  exists  and  there  are  greener  products  available  that 
work  just  as  well  as  the  bad  products.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  if  glass  cleaners  were  created  in 
bulk,  it  would  remove  the  necessity  for  plastics  associated  with  product  packaging.  She  inquired  whether 
an  effort  has  been  made  toward  consumption  reduction  in  product  categories,  specifically  greenware.  Mr. 
Leung  reported  that  due  to  budget  reductions,  purchases  for  disposable  items  have  decreased,  and  purchases 
for  longer  life  and/or  reusable  items  have  increased  where  funding  is  available,  but  it  is  Department  specific 
and  depends  on  grant  funding  that  departments  receive.  Some  departments  have  reduced  certain  activities 
such  as  cleaning  windows,  landscaping,  etc.  to  reduce  their  expenditures.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  he  is  not 
sure  whether  this  practice  would  continue  if  the  budget  were  to  improve,  but  departments  would  be 
educated  to  make  sure  they  don't  buy  unnecessary  items  when  the  budget  improves.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  codifying  the  frugality  especially  if  departments  have  shown  they  can  do  without  certain 
products. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  Department  is  promoting  the  new  biodegradable  plastic  bags 
that  have  recently  entered  the  market.  Ms.  Bryant  stated  that  there  is  a big  difference  between  biodegradable 
and  compostable.  The  City  promotes  using  certified  compostable  bags  to  help  facilitate  composting  and 
would  not  recommend  biodegradable  bags.  These  bags  are  something  that  people  are  claiming  would 
biodegrade  in  the  landfill  to  be  used  for  trash  to  send  to  the  landfill,  which  does  not  make  sense.  She  stated 
that  these  bags  don’t  have  a guarantee  when  they  are  going  to  break  down.  Compostable  and  biodegradable 
material  in  the  landfill  is  an  anaerobic  system  and  creates  methane  gas  which  we  want  to  avoid.  Using 
certified  compostable  bags  is  the  best  way  to  go  and  is  what  the  Department  is  promoting. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  pleased  with  OCA  efforts  towards  green  purchasing  and  green 
contracts.  She  asked  if  more  resources  could  be  made  available  to  OCA  so  that  more  time  and  effort  could 
be  spent  into  analyzing  sales  reports  and  developing  performance  standards.  She  asked  if  the  Commission 
or  some  other  City  entity  could  do  something  to  make  more  resources  available  to  the  OCA.  Mr.  Leung 
staled  that  the  Commission  and  Department’s  attention  to  these  matters  brings  a lot  of  attention  to  OCA’s 
efforts  and  is  recognized  by  the  Controller's  Office  and  Mayor's  Office  through  reports  they  receive.  He 
slated  that  more  resources  could  always  be  used  in  such  a tight  budgetary  environment  and  explained  that 
trade-offs  have  to  happen.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  it  is  a good  idea  to  keep  the  attention  on  this  issue  so  that 
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funding  is  not  removed  from  this  program  in  order  to  accommodate  other  programs  that  are  experiencing 
budget  cuts. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  about  the  complex  nature  of  lighting  contracts.  He  asked  about  the 
percentage  of  CFL  purchases  in  the  lighting  contracts.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  report  shows  that  CFLS 
account  for  $12,000  out  of  $166,000  total  expenditures  in  the  lighting  contract.  Mr.  Leung  discussed  the 
problems  with  CFL’s  as  opposed  to  other  fluorescent  light  bulbs,  e.g.,  light  fixtures  that  don’t  match  the 
bulbs.  He  cited  an  example  that  three-fourths  of  the  Airport’s  lights  are  long-tube  fluorescent  that  a CFL 
would  not  fit  into.  Usage  is  changing  continuously  and  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  the  lamps  contracts  is 
complicated.  They  are  trying  to  push  utilization  and  prices  to  be  competitive  and  lower  so  that  more  CFL’s 
and  LED’s  can  be  used. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  the  percentage  reduction  figures  in  the  IPM  and  Green  Purchasing 
Reports  be  checked  for  accuracy.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  data  is  so  inconsistent  yearly  due  to  vendor 
response  or  no  response  that  it  makes  it  difficult  to  make  a comparison  from  year  to  year  on  some  of  these 
product  areas.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  OCA  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  have 
given  any  thought  to  a citywide  environmental  performance  measure  that  would  reward  people  for  using 
green  products.  Ms.  Choy  stated  that  she  has  been  meeting  with  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  to 
work  out  the  details  on  how  to  add  buying  green  to  performance  measures  in  evaluations.  Mr.  Leung  stated 
that  he  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the  Department  on  generating  a listing  of  departments  that  are  doing 
best,  improving,  or  not. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  City  is  spending  a lot  of  money  on  office  paper  and  inquired 
whether  there  is  a possibility  to  go  to  a paperless  contract  system.  Mr.  Leung  talked  about  the  importance 
of  paper  records  to  old-fashioned  traditionalists.  He  stated  that  he  has  started  in  his  new  role  in  charge  of  IT 
procurement  and  would  be  trying  to  influence  everyone  to  agree  with  switching  to  an  electronic 
procurement  system  by  the  end  of  the  year.  He  explained  that  there  are  a lot  of  stakeholders  that  have  an 
influence  over  the  approach.  Mr.  Leung  stated  that  there  has  been  progress  in  paper  reduction  in  various 
places,  e.g.,  there  is  a term  contract  for  the  printing  service  for  water  bills  which  has  gone  down  because  of 
the  switch  from  paper  water  bills  to  online  billing.  He  stated  that  he  would  report  back  next  year  on 
stakeholder’s  response  to  switching  to  a paperless  system. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  inquired  whether  there  is  a way  to  establish  preventative  controls  so  you 
can  only  purchase  green  products.  Mr.  Leung  discussed  Proposition  Q requirements  that  allow  departments 
to  make  purchasing  decisions  for  items  under  $10,000.  He  explained  that  OCA  can  only  enforce  what  is 
purchased  in  a post-audit  process  in  this  case,  but  frequently  the  purchase  order  does  not  have  enough 
information  to  determine  what  was  purchased.  The  auditors  have  asked  to  look  at  the  invoice,  so  work  is  in 
progress  with  the  Controller’s  Office  on  improving  post-audit  procedures  and  discussing  purchases  made 
with  end-users.  He  is  finding  that  departments  that  use  the  Prop  Q process  for  purchases  under  $10,000 
typically  want  to  buy  things  that  are  restricted  or  have  not  been  purchased  by  the  City  for  some  time.  Mr. 
Leung  stated  that  there  are  a lot  of  purchases  under  $10,000  in  the  1000’s.  He  explained  that  purchases  that 
are  between  $10,000  and  $100,000  are  now  subject  to  review  by  the  Human  Resources  Commission  due  to 
Chapter  14B  and  environmental  and  purchasing  requirements.  Commission  President  Tuchow  thanked  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  for  their  great  work  and  the  work 
with  incentives  and  disincentives  for  green  purchasing. 
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Public  Comment 

Mr.  Todd  Lewis,  Principal,  Omega  Pacific  Electrical  Supply,  reported  that  Omega  Pacific  was  awarded  the 
2008  Minority  Green  Performer  of  the  Year  Award  from  the  United  States  Department  of  Commerce.  He 
stated  that  a lot  of  what  happens  in  the  lighting  area  is  done  in  the  front  line.  Departments  are  asking  for 
replacement  technologies  primarily  in  a maintenance  capacity.  A lot  of  that  technology  has  been  changed 
or  upgraded  and  a lot  has  been  done  by  his  staff  at  Omega  Pacific.  A lot  of  things  that  are  not  seen  in  the 
report  that  was  requested  were  changed  by  any  offset  of  the  requisition  in  the  original  order.  He  discussed 
success  stories  stating  that  a couple  of  departments  such  as  MUNI  recently  used  1000  watts  lamps  on  one 
of  the  MUNI  facilities  and  have  recently  upgraded  to  LED  technologies  and  are  now  down  to  300  watts.  As 
a result  they  no  longer  have  a lamp,  no  longer  require  maintenance,  no  longer  require  mercury.  The  Airport 
went  from  1000  watts  to  64  watts,  so  they  no  longer  require  a lamp  or  mercury  as  well.  Mr.  Lewis  stated 
that  the  last  United  States  manufactured  incandescent  lamp  factory  closed  in  June.  Technology  is  changing, 
and  there  won't  be  a light  bulb.  In  a year  you  will  see  the  advent  of  the  LED  lamp  that  will  replace  about 
60%  of  lighting  as  you  know  it.  He  stated  that  by  using  the  Department’s  preferable  list  of  products,  their 
inventor}'  has  been  reduced  by  25  or  30%.  Uniformity  can  be  done  by  the  vendor  if  they  want  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Vince  Gibbs  stated  that  he  is  a member  of  the  Oakland  Planning  Commission  and  is  observing  the  work 
of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  He  suggested  incentivizing  people  to  purchase  green  products  by 
offering  them  an  IPAD. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  2009  San  Francisco  Green 
Purchasing  Program  for  City  Staff  Annual  Report  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Tuchow,  Gravanis,  Mok,  Martin,  Prakash  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

6.  Overview  of  Existing  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  and  Presentation 
on  New  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Programs,  Goals  and  Design.  (Continued  from  the  July  27,  2010 
Meeting)  Sponsor:  Commission  President  Matt  Tuchow;  Department  Speaker:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy 
Manager  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  energy  world  consists  of  the  industrial,  agricultural,  commercial,  and 
residential  sectors.  San  Francisco  does  not  have  a lot  of  agriculture  and  our  industrial  sector  is  a small  part 
of  the  sector  that  is  basically  located  on  Port  facilities  and  a few  other  locations.  The  commercial  sector  has 
been  the  primary  focus  and  consists  of  a lot  of  different  activities  in  Class  A real  estate  buildings  downtown 
to  warehouses  in  the  Potrero  neighborhood.  The  residential  sector  consists  of  multi-family  buildings  with 
five-plus  units,  two  to  four-unit  buildings,  and  single-family  buildings.  Twenty-five  percent  of  all  the  two- 
to-four  unit  buildings  in  California  (about  20,000  out  of  80,000)  are  in  San  Francisco.  There  are  a 
diminishing  number  of  single-family  buildings  because  they  are  either  being  demolished  or  construction  has 
been  done  to  add  additional  units.  The  initial  focus  and  effort  has  been  on  the  commercial  building  sector 
and  multi-family  buildings.  Funding  has  been  received  through  rate-payer  funds,  through  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  to  PG&E  to  the  Department  of  Environment  for  the  commercial  and 
multi-family  program  entitled  “Energy  Watch”  as  all  of  these  local  government  partnerships  across  the 
PG&E  territory  arc  called.  That  program  is  ahead  of  schedule  and  has  surpassed  the  goal  for  therms  saved, 
so  PG&E  is  happy  because  they  have  had  a difficult  time  meeting  their  therm  goals.  The  Department  has 
received  twelve  million  dollars  from  PG&E  for  a three-year  cycle  that  is  targeted  for  completion  in  about 
two  years  and  is  optimistic  about  trying  to  leverage  a third  year  of  funding. 
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Mr.  Broomhead  provided  an  update  on  stimulus  funding  for  programmatic  work.  He  explained  that  state 
rules  for  the  multi-family  program  do  not  allow  for  funding  for  all  of  the  work  or  incentives  for  boiler 
retrofits  because  the  state  does  not  believe  they  exist.  San  Francisco  has  thousands  of  very  old  steam  and 
hot  water  boilers  which  have  to  meet  Title  24  requirements  for  efficiency.  Stimulus  money  has  filled  that 
gap.  Over  35  applications  for  the  retrofit  program  have  been  received  since  the  program  was  launched  in 
July.  The  Department  will  be  providing  a $15,000  incentive  for  a $62,000  boiler  retrofit  project  application 
that  was  recently  received.  Because  of  that  incentive,  the  owner  decided  to  go  forward  with  the  project. 

This  program  provides  good  union  jobs  for  workers.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  block  grant  money 
was  designed  as  program  to  create  jobs.  In  the  next  six  to  eight  weeks  Department  staff  will  be  working 
with  local  community-based  organizations  and  paying  them  to  educate  tenants  or  homeowners  on  energy 
efficiency,  water  conservation,  recycling,  composting,  and  other  programs.  We  will  pay  them  to  be  in  those 
homes  for  an  hour  and  work  with  tenants  on  how  to  reduce. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  another  program  being  worked  on  and  one  which  there  is  a lot  of  activity  and 
structure  in  the  state  is  home  performance  for  single-family  homes.  There  are  about  a dozen  organizations 
that  are  focusing  on  home  performance  creating  standards  and  training  for  contractors,  crews,  requirements 
for  the  program,  and  quality  assurance  protocols.  The  Obama  Administration  announced  that  they  want  to 
focus  energy  efficiency  efforts  on  homes  so  there  will  be  a lot  of  resources  and  money  coming  in.  Home 
performance  looks  at  the  house  as  a system,  e.g.,  the  heating  system,  leakage,  duct  system,  water  heaters, 
fans.  All  of  those  things  have  an  impact  on  whether  excess  energy  is  being  used,  whether  there  is  mold  and 
bad  indoor  air  quality.  However,  you  can  make  improvements  and  make  it  more  dangerous  so  you  have  to 
be  careful  and  have  specialists  that  know  what  they  are  doing.  He  explained  that  this  program  would  be 
particularly  effective  in  Victorians  and  Edwardian  houses  that  are  drafty  and  cold  all  of  the  time.  $2.5 
million  dollars  in  stimulus  funding  has  been  garnered  applying  to  the  United  States  Department  of  Energy 
and  the  state  to  work  on  marketing  strategies. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  some  of  the  Department’s  block  grant  money  is  being  used  to  start  a San 
Francisco  home  improvement  program  incentive  for  people  doing  home  performance  retrofits.  The  first 
application  was  received  today.  Incentives  include  giving  out  $2000  to  a family  that  earns  120%  or  less 
than  average  area  median  income  (AMI)  and  $1000  to  anybody  over  that.  This  has  been  designed  to  be  in 
alignment  and  agreement  with  PG&E  who  has  just  launched  a pilot  program  where  some  of  these  same 
homes  can  receive  up  to  $3,500.  Theoretically,  somebody  who  is  at  100%  of  the  AMI  can  get  $5500  for  a 
retrofit  for  the  program,  and  a lot  of  work  can  be  done  for  $5500.  He  hopes  to  see  an  increase  in  home 
performance  work  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  grants  have  been  received  for  home  performance  work.  The  Victorian  and  two- 
to-four  unit  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are  unique  and  are  not  homes  that  other  localities  have,  so  all  of  the 
home  performance  testing  protocols  and  knowledge  base  is  not  well  suited  to  San  Francisco  buildings.  A 
Frank  Foundation  grant  for  $250,000  has  been  issued  to  do  an  investigation  of  the  specifics  of  the  San 
Francisco  housing  stock  for  single-family  dwellings  and  to  apply  home  performance  to  two-to-four  unit 
buildings  and  to  some  of  the  small  multi-family  buildings  in  San  Francisco.  In  addition,  that  information 
will  be  used  to  create  a web  tool  for  remodeling  contractors  and  home  owners  who  are  doing  projects  such 
as  a kitchen  or  bathroom  remodel  and  can  use  this  information  to  fit  into  a home  performance  approach  for 
their  home.  The  housing  stock  in  San  Francisco  is  being  segmented,  certain  art  types  are  being  identified, 
and  a performance  path  is  being  constructed  for  some  of  these  homes  with  the  intent  that  they  could 
ultimately  reach  zero  energy  with  the  application  of  solar  energy  and  other  technologies.  An  additional 
grant  has  been  received  from  Living  Cities  Foundation  to  help  with  that  investigation  and  to  train  local 
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contractors  and  their  crew  on  this  new  information.  There  will  be  an  educated  user  group,  remodeling 
contractors,  educated  homeowners  and  trained  contractors  and  crew  that  will  be  familiar  with  the 
peculiarities  of  the  San  Francisco  housing  stock. 

Mr.  Broomhead  provided  policy  updates  since  his  last  presentation  to  the  Commission.  He  reported  that  the 
Commercial  Energy  Lighting  ordinance  has  passed.  He  is  waiting  approval  from  the  California  Energy 
Commission  (CEC).  Work  is  being  done  with  the  Green  Building  group  on  the  existing  commercial 
buildings  benchmarking  ordinance.  As  part  of  home  performance  work,  it  is  expected  that  next  year  will  be 
the  right  time  to  approach  the  real  estate  industry  to  propose  an  upgrade  to  the  Residential  Energy 
Conservation  Ordinance  to  require  a home  performance  test  at  the  time  of  sale.  That  timeframe  would 
allow  for  building  up  the  knowledge  base  throughout  the  city  so  people  can  understand  what  home 
performance  is  and  enough  contractors  to  be  available  to  fill  the  need. 

There  are  outstanding  areas  being  developed.  One  is  related  to  Community  Choice  Aggregation  (CCA). 

The  decision  about  going  forward  to  CCA  means  that  the  Department  would  have  the  opportunity  to  take 
over  energy-efficiency  programming.  The  Ordinance  states  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  would 
be  responsible  for  running  the  programs,  whether  the  customer  is  on  CCA  or  not.  If  the  customer  gets  their 
power  from  the  City,  the  Department  would  offer  them  the  program:  if  through  PG&E,  they  would  be 
offered  PG&E’s  program.  Gas  service  would  be  through  service  from  our  PG&E  contract.  The  CPUC  at 
this  time  is  reviewing  processes,  standards,  monitoring  and  evaluation  that  would  be  required.  Second,  the 
Energy  Watch  funding  is  slated  for  three  years,  but  the  authorization  for  CPUC  to  have  these  programs  ends 
at  the  end  of  next  calendar  year.  The  legislature  has  to  restart  the  entire  energy  efficiency  portfolio  through 
the  utilities,  and  there  will  be  a question  on  how  that  will  be  done.  It  means  there  will  be  a discussion  at  the 
legislative  level  and  something  we  need  to  be  involved  in  because  there  are  some  rules  we  would  like  to  see 
changed  at  the  legislative  level. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  a Resolution  setting  up  an  Energy  Efficiency  Steering  Committee  of 
citizens  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Department  about  our  energy  efficiency  programs. 

Issues  before  them  consist  of  whether  funding  should  be  directed  toward  providing  services  to  low-income 
or  toward  market-rate  building  owners.  The  impact  of  that  decision  is  about  jobs  created.  If  you  are 
providing  money  to  market-rate  building  owners,  you  are  leveraging  a lot  of  market  money;  therefore,  more 
work  and  more  jobs  are  being  created.  If  money  is  to  be  provided  to  the  low-income  sector,  you  would  not 
be  leveraging  additional  money,  fewer  jobs  would  be  created,  and  when  the  money  is  gone,  you  have 
nothing  left,  and  you  have  built  no  market  for  it.  The  other  issue  is  the  skilled  workers  versus  entry  level 
workers.  Advocates  have  been  claiming  there  will  be  thousands  of  jobs  available.  Mr.  Broomhead's 
calculation  is  dozens,  maybe  150  jobs  if  there  is  a lot  more  money  received.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that 
PACE  financing  has  been  pulled  off  the  table  by  Fannie  Mae  and  Freddie  Mac  declaring  that  they  would 
not  accept  any  loans  that  had  tax  lien  in  front  of  the  primary  mortgage. 

Commissioner  Prakash  inquired  whether  the  $2.5  million  for  home  retrofits  includes  marketing  dollars  to 
let  people  know  about  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  $900,000  of  the  $2.5  million  is  from  state 
stimulus  money,  and  the  remaining  $1.6  million  is  stimulus  funding  from  the  Department  of  Energy  that 
would  be  used  lor  marketing.  Commissioner  Mok  inquired  how  the  funding  coming  in  from  all  the 
different  sources  would  be  managed.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  funding  would  be  managed  through  the 
Department’s  tracking  system.  Each  funding  source  is  assigned  an  index  code  identifier.  Staff  charges  their 
hours  on  a project  to  a particular  index  code.  All  work  and  purchase  orders  are  charged  and  tracked  through 
that  index  code  and  reports  arc  issued  to  all  the  different  funding  sources  on  how  money  is  spent. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

October  5,  2010  Rescheduled  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
Page  1 1 


Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  location  of  information  to  apply  online  for  a home  performance 
test.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  initially  marketing  will  be  done  through  the  contractors  themselves  who 
are  going  back  to  existing  customers  and  bringing  them  into  the  program.  This  group  will  be  used  to  make 
sure  the  system  is  operating  properly  and  then  the  marketing  program  will  be  established.  The  other 
stimulus  money  received  from  the  state  and  federal  government  is  to  work  on  statewide  consortium 
marketing  program  strategies.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  is  a role  for  EnvironmentNow 
staff  in  providing  tenant  education  that  is  currently  being  provided  through  contracting  with  non-profit 
organizations.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  the  intent  is  to  place  expertise  in  the  community  and 
discussed  risks  that  may  be  involved  in  sending  City  employees  to  enter  people’s  homes.  Commissioner 
Tuchow  stated  that  EnvironmentNow  staff  have  been  and  are  currently  contributing  to  energy-efficiency 
programs.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  EnvironmentNow  workers  are  continuing  to  do  business  outreach  and 
have  a full  work  scheduled  committed  to  working  with  businesses. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  thanked  Mr.  Broomhead  for  helping  in  making  the  community  more  energy- 
efficient  and  helping  the  Department  of  the  Environment  be  more  self-sufficient.  He  asked  Mr.  Broomhead 
to  inform  the  Commission  on  how  they  can  be  of  assistance  in  the  growth  of  energy-efficiency  programs. 

7.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Review  of  the  agenda  for  the  October  20,  2010  Meeting. 

Committee  Chair  Mok  reported  that  at  the  July  Operations  Committee  meeting,  Operations  Committee 
members  were  provided  with  input  from  the  Policy  Committee.  He  asked  Commissioners  for  suggestions 
to  incorporate  into  future  agendas. 

8.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  August  9 and  September  13,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  October  25,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  August  9 meeting  (1)  held  a discussion 
with  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  Director  of  Sustainability  about  the  district’s  sustainability 
activities  and  plans;  (2)  discussed  bottled  water  at  city  events  with  input  by  a number  of  people  who  had 
experience  in  not  making  single-serve  bottles  at  such  events  available  when  necessary,  and  (3)  discussed  the 
list  of  environmental  conservation  and  public  health  organizations  in  the  city  and  surrounding  area  that  will 
receive  the  Commission’s  outreach  survey  once  it  is  completed.  The  Policy  Committee  at  their  September 
1 3 meeting  ( 1 ) heard  a legislative  update  on  legislative  goals  in  the  state  of  California,  (2)  were  presented 
with  the  Department’s  staff  comments  on  the  Treasure  Island  Draft  EIR,  and  (3)  had  the  first  meeting  with 
the  Department’s  new  Director  to  talk  with  her  about  her  goals  and  vision  for  the  Department. 

Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  agenda  for  the  October  25  meeting  would  tentatively  include  a 
discussion  on  bird  friendly  buildings,  a discussion  on  wastewater,  and  the  outreach  survey. 

9.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 
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Ms.  Fish  provided  a written  report  on  pending  City  legislation  and  communications  and  correspondence 
received  since  the  July  27,  2010  Commission  meeting. 

10.  Director’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  Updates  on  Department  of  the 

Environment  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Clean  Air,  Climate  Division,  Green  Building.  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice 
Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division.  (Information  and 
Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  this  is  her  first  Commission  meeting  and  that  she  has  been  on  the  job  as  the 
new  Director  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  for  five  weeks,  starting  on  August  23.  She  explained 
that  she  is  learning  about  the  Department,  its  programs,  and  has  been  meeting  with  staff,  Commissioners 
other  Department  heads  and  charting  the  Department's  future  course.  She  provided  a written  detailed  report 
received  from  program  managers  about  activities  in  each  program  area  and  highlighted  items  that  include: 

• The  landfill  contract  negotiations  have  been  completed  and  introduced  today  at  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  and  a hearing  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  October  20.  She  has  had  a couple  of  meetings 
with  members  of  the  Board  to  offer  her  assistance  and  will  continue  to  meet  with  the  Board  in  the  next 
couple  of  weeks  about  the  landfill  contract  and  the  Department  in  general. 

• The  Department  has  had  24  new  hires  since  August  and  is  continuing  to  grow.  She  explained  that 
American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  (ARRA)  funds  ran  out  on  September  30th,  and  that 
Department  funds  have  been  identified  to  rehire  1 8 of  the  strongest  EnvironmentNow  staff  to  do 
business  outreach  particularly  on  energy-efficiency  audits  for  businesses. 

• A Senior  Staff  Annual  Retreat  is  scheduled  for  October  21 . Director  Nutter  encouraged  one  or  two 
Commissioners  to  attend  to  provide  Commission  feedback  and  support  as  senior  staff  discuss  the 
Department's  Strategic  Plan  and  future  plans.  She  explained  that  over  the  next  three  months,  Strategic 
Plan  presentations  will  be  heard  at  senior  staff  meetings  with  the  goal  of  having  a Draft  Plan  for 
Commission  review  in  January.  She  asked  Commissioners  to  let  her  know  if  they  are  interested  in 
seeing  drafts  before  a final  Draft  version  is  created  so  she  can  find  opportunities  to  weigh  in  and  get 
feedback. 

• Announced  the  77%  landfill  diversion  rate  which  is  the  nation's  highest  and  is  a huge  victory  for  the 
city  and  Department.  The  best  news  is  that  those  are  2008  numbers  before  the  mandatory  recycling  and 
composting  law  went  into  effect.  She  feels  confident  that  we  are  going  to  march  to  the  zero-waste  goal 
with  the  advent  of  mandatory  recycling  and  composting. 

• Implementation  work  is  in  progress  on  the  Cell  Phone  Ordinance.  Two  public  meetings  have  been  held 
to  gather  input.  As  of  November  1,  cell  phone  service  providers  must  provide  retailers  with  SAR  values 
with  the  hope  of  having  SAR  values  posted  by  February  1, 201 1. 

Director  Nutter  stated  that  many  of  the  other  program  highlights  are  listed  in  the  written  Director's  Report. 
She  stated  that  Department  programs  are  doing  great  and  she  is  proud  to  be  part  of  the  Department  and  its 
work. 

C ommission  President  Tuchow  stated  that  in  the  past  couple  of  days  the  news  reported  that  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  (FCC)  removed  SAR  values  and  said  they  were  irrelevant.  He  asked  what  if 
any  effect  that  would  have  on  the  City's  Cell  Phone  Ordinance  legislation.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the 
materials  that  the  Department  was  assembling  for  the  cell  phone  legislation  mirrored  the  FCC  website  that 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

October  5,  2010  Rescheduled  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
Page  13 

stated  that  if  you  would  like  to  reduce  your  exposure  to  cell  phone  radiation,  here  are  a number  of  steps  to 
use  and  you  can  use  SAR  values  as  a way  to  monitor  that.  In  the  past  few  weeks,  the  FCC  changed  their 
website  to  indicate  that  they  have  doubts  whether  the  SAR  value  is  a good  indicator  forjudging  cell  phone 
radiation.  A meeting  was  held  to  discuss  this  issue  with  the  FCC  who  provided  feedback  about  our 
materials  that  would  be  taken  into  consideration.  Essentially,  we  are  still  going  to  use  the  SAR  value 
because  that  is  what  the  FCC  uses  as  a guideline,  and  their  scientists  have  said  that  there  is  no  better  way  to 
judge  cell  phone  radiation.  As  a public  right  to  know  measure,  the  Department  will  stay  with  this  concept. 

Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis  stated  that  her  understanding  what  that  the  various  competing  landfill 
proposals  would  be  made  available  to  the  public  once  negotiations  were  complete  and  asked  how  to  access 
proposals.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  reported  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  can  provide 
Commissioners  with  copies  of  the  proposals. 

11.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

12.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Commission  President  Tuchow  again 
welcomed  the  new  Director  and  Commissioner.  He  asked  Commissioners  to  provide  potential  future 
agenda  items  to  him  well  in  advance  of  meetings  as  he  works  with  the  Director  on  setting  the  agenda  on  a 
regular  basis. 

13.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  This  agenda  item 
was  not  discussed  at  this  time. 

14.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  suggested  that  Commissioners  consider  asking  for  information  about  projects  being 
funded  by  community  challenge  grants  that  have  to  do  with  changing  the  environment.  She  explained  that 
there  is  a project  in  her  area  (Tompkins  Hill  and  Bernal  Heights  project)  that  she  disapproves  of  and  the 
City  gave  them  $15,000  to  do  it.  She  does  not  approve  of  chopping  down  trees  in  one  area  which  is  what  is 
being  done  as  part  of  this  project  and  then  planting  them  in  other  areas.  She  feels  this  should  come  under 
environmental  inspection. 

15.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:02  p.m. 

The  next  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  November  23,  2010,  5:00 
p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission 's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission 's  meeting  website  at 

httns://sites.google.com/a/sfcn vironment.org/commission/environment-commission  included  with  minutes 
by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.  FishCasfuov.  or g. 

Respectfully  submitted  by  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
Tel:  (415)  355-3709,  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 
Approved:  December  7,  2010 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING 

FROM  TUESDAY  NOVEMBER  23,  2010  to 
TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  7,  2010 
ROOM  408,  CITY  HALL 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 

The  TUESDAY,  NOVEMBER  23,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  regularly  scheduled  meeting 
of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  that  meets  in  City  Hall,  Room  416  has 
been  RESCHEDULED  to  TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  7,  2010,  at  5:00  p.m.  The 
meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  408,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Jr. 
Place,  in  San  Francisco.  An  agenda  will  be  provided  at  least  72  hours  prior  to  the 
meeting  and  may  also  be  accessed  on  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s 

meeting  website  https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission.  For 

additional  information  or  to  be  placed  on  the  agenda  mailing  list,  please  contact  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  Secretary,  Monica  Fish,  at  415-355-3709  or  by 
email  at  Monica.Fish@sfeov.org. 

Posted:  November  9,  2010 
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NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  BYLAWS  OF 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
TO  BE  ACTED  UPON  AT  THE  MEETING  OF  DECEMBER  7,  2010  AT 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  408,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Charter  Section  4.104  and  Article  XI  - "Amendment 
of  Bylaws"  of  the  Bylaws  of  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  ("Commission") 
which  requires  circulation  of  proposed  amendments  in  writing  to  all  Commissioners  and  noticed  to  the 
public  at  least  ten  (10)  days  prior  to  Commission  approval.  The  Commission  proposes  to  amend 
Bylaws  Article  IV  - Officers,  Section  3 A:  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers  as  follows: 

Article  IV  - Officers 

Section  3:  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers 

A Elections  for  officers  shall  be  conducted- at  the  regular  meeting-of  the  Commission  in 

January  of  each  year.  At  the  regular  Commission  meeting  held  in  November  of  each  year,  any 
Commissioner  interested  in  running-for-  office  -shall  state  publicly  his  or  her  interest  and  willingness  to 
fw  for  a specific  office.  Such  Commissioners,  and  any  other  Commissioners  nominated  at  the 
November  meeting,  shall  be  candidates  for  office. 

A.  Nominations  and  elections  for  the  officers  of  the  Commission  shall  be  conducted  at  the 
regular  meeting  of  the  Commission  in  January  of  each  year,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  practicable. 


This  is  to  certify  that  the  above  notice  was  issued  on  November  17,  2010. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
I I Grove  Street.  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  • Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Email:  environmentfo)sfgov.org  • www.sfenvironment.org  1 00%  Post-Consumer  Recycled  Paper 
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*NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  7,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  408 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DEC  - 1 2010 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  MattTuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President),  Angelo 
King,  Alan  Mok,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Rahul  Prakash,  Johanna  Wald 

*NOTE:  The  Tuesday,  November  23,  2010  Commission  on  the  Environment  Regular  Meeting  that  meets  at 
City  Hall,  Room  416  at  5:00  p.m.  was  rescheduled  to  Tuesday,  December  7,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Room  408,  City 
Hall. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Rescind  March  23,  2010  Commission  Approved  Meeting  Minutes  and  Readopt  with  Amendments. 

(Explanatory  Document:  March  23,  2010  Corrected  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  October  5,  2010  Commission  on  the  Environment  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  October  5,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

4.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

5.  Staff  Presentations  on  Draft  Strategic  Plans  for  Energy  and  Climate  Programs.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  Sponsors:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Melanie  Nutter;  Speakers:  Cal 
Broomhead,  Energy  and  Climate  Program  Manager;  Ann  Kelly,  Energy  Efficiency  Program  Manager; 
Danielle  Murray,  Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Documents:  Climate  and  Energy 
Plans  Drafts)  (Total  Presentation  Time — app.  1 hour) 

6.  Review  and  Approval  of  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  2011  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  (Explanatory  Document: 
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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


Annual  Report  Draft)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald:  Speakers:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald 
and  Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  (5  minutes),  Commission  Secretary  (Discussion  and  Action) 

7.  Planning  for  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  2011  Annual  Retreat.  Speaker:  Monica  Fish, 
Commission  Secretary  (5  minutes)  (Discussion) 

8.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws 
Article  IV  - Officers,  Section  3A:  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers.  (Explanatory  Documents: 

Notice  of  Proposed  Bylaws  Amendment  and  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-08-COE)  Sponsor  and  Speaker: 
Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

9.  Nomination  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Officers.  This  agenda  item  will  be  considered  if 
Agenda  Item  8 does  not  pass.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

10.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  October  20,  2010  meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  January  1 9, 
201 1 meeting  to  be  held  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Eco  Center,  1 1 Grove  Street. 

11.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  October  25  and  November  8,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  December  13,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

12.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary's  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

13.  Director’s  Report.  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment  administrative  and  programmatic 
operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air,  Climate,  Energy,  Public  Outreach 
and  Education,  Environmental  Justice,  Green  Building,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction,  and  Urban  Forestry. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  (Information  and  Discussion) 

14.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

16.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

18.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  T uesday,  January  25,  201 1 , 5:00 
p m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website 
https  //sites  google  com/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/environment-commission:(3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(o)sfaov. ora  within 
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three  business  days  of  a meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to 
the  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at 
the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or 
will  be  made  available  on  the  Commission’s  website 

https://sites.qooqle.eom/a/sfenvironment.orq/commission/environment-commission  as  attachments  to  the 
agenda  or  meeting  minutes. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at 
this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE.  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of 
the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members. 
Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  that  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree- 
free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and 
the  public. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the 
subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken 
following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three 
minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public 
will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the 
posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment, 
not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The 
Commission  meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center 
Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at 
Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside 
parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at 
401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses, 
multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other 
attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these 
individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on 
Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 
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The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of 
the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

Know  your  Rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions, 
boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This 
ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people’s  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of 
the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall, 
Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 

Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the 
Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at 
www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be 
required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et. 
seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please 
contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415) 
252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at  www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Posted:  December  1,  2010 
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COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


’“'RESCHEDULED  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 


government 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
DEC  2 3 2010 
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TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  7,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  408,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President), 
Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Rahul  Prakash,  Johanna  Wald 

*NOTE:  The  Tuesday,  November  23,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 
rescheduled  to  Friday,  December  10,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  and  was  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  408. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:10  p.m. 

Present:  Commission  President  Tuchow,  Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  King,  Mok 
and  Wald;  Excused:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash. 

2.  Rescind  March  23,  2010  Commission  Approved  Meeting  Minutes  and  Readopt  with  Amendments. 

(Explanatory  Document:  March  23,  2010  Corrected  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  the  Meeting  Minutes  should  be  approved  with  “corrections”,  not  “amendments”. 

Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  provided  an  opinion  that  “amendments”  or  “corrections”  could  be  used 
interchangeably.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  March  23, 
2010  Commission  Meeting  Minutes  were  rescinded  and  approved  with  corrections  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

3.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  October  5,  2010  Commission  on  the  Environment  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  October  5,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  King,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  October  5,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
adopted  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent: 
Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  the  term  “approval  of  minutes”  should  be  used  instead  of 
the  term  “adoption”.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  either  term  would  be  correct. 
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3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Staff  Presentations  on  Draft  Strategic  Plans  for  Energy  and  Climate  Programs.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  Sponsors:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Melanie  Nutter;  Speakers:  Cal 
Broomhead,  Energy  and  Climate  Program  Manager;  Ann  Kelly,  Energy  Efficiency  Program  Manager; 
Danielle  Murray,  Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Documents:  Climate  and  Energy 
Plans  Drafts  for  20 1 1 -20 13) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Department  of  the  Environment  program  staff  are  in  the  process  of  updating 
their  Strategic  Plans  for  201 1-13.  In  response  to  Commissioner’s  requests  to  provide  input  throughout  the 
process,  the  first  plans  that  have  been  completed  for  the  Energy  and  Climate  programs  are  being  presented 
today  for  Commissioner’s  questions  and  input.  A number  of  other  Draft  Plans  will  be  coming  to  the 
Commission  in  the  coming  months. 

Mr.  Broomhead  presented  on  the  Climate  Action  Strategic  Plan.  He  stated  that  there  has  been  a lot  of 
activity  in  the  climate  field  since  the  last  discussion  at  the  Commission  in  the  last  year,  everything  from 
stimulus  money  that  has  now  been  received  to  an  increase  in  staffing.  A review  of  community  numbers  for 
2008  shows  that  San  Francisco  has  achieved  7%  reductions  below  1990  levels,  which  is  in  stark  contrast  to 
the  rest  of  the  country  that  is  at  about  1 1 to  14  percent  above  1990  levels.  There  are  many  uncertainties 
about  why  this  is  happening,  some  of  which  are  included  in  the  Strategic  Plan  Draft.  There  are  other 
activities  going  on  in  the  private  sector  that  is  difficult  to  quantify  or  quantifiable  data  is  not  available  for, 
so  there  are  unknowns.  In-city  activities  have  led  to  emissions  reductions,  the  largest  portion  of  which  is 
due  to  the  State’s  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard,  the  closing  of  the  Hunters  Point  Power  Plant,  and  Hetch 
Hetchy’s  clean  power.  (Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative,  paragraph  2) 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  2012  objective  requires  emissions  reductions  by  another  13%  or  975,000 
metric  tons  of  greenhouse  gases  and  discussed  current  programs,  activities,  and  policy  solutions  that  would 
help  meet  this  goal  as  well  as  the  need  for  expansion  of  programs.  A discussion  was  held  on  challenges  that 
will  be  faced  and  future  opportunities  to  reduce  emissions  (Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative,  paragraph  3).  He 
reported  that  the  City  has  the  responsibility  to  plan  and  prepare  for  the  effects  of  climate  change  and  can 
advocate  for  strong  action  by  federal  and  state  governments  as  well  as  effect  change  globally.  A discussion 
was  held  on  changes  that  can  be  made  to  all  levels  of  the  system  through  individual,  private  business  and 
government,  and  the  framework  that  local  government  should  create  to  shape  daily  choices.  (Strategic  Plan 
Draft  narrative,  paragraph  4) 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  on  Climate  Action  Plan  goals,  objectives  and  actions  as  outlined  on  pages  2-3  of 
the  Climate  Action  Strategic  Plan  Draft.  He  reported  that  for  Goal  1,  Objective  A,  Ms.  Ostrander  and  the 
Climate  team  have  been  working  with  departments  to  implement  departmental  Climate  Action  Plans. 
Departments  have  now  turned  in  Plans  and  assigned  department  liaisons  who  are  personally  invested  in 
making  these  greenhouse-gas  reductions  and  are  working  with  their  departments  to  identify  solutions  and 
opportunities  for  reductions.  The  team  is  working  on  developing  an  enterprise-wide  data  management 
system  to  support  community-wide  inventories  so  they  can  spend  their  time  on  community  education  and 
outreach  in  the  future. 
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Goal  1,  Objective  B is  to  calculate  and  certify  San  Francisco’s  community  greenhouse-gas  emissions.  Work 
is  being  done  to  identify  emissions  sub-categories  within  the  emissions  inventory  and  strategically  identify 
where  to  make  improvements.  Natural  gas  savings  is  becoming  a focus  and  is  addressed  in  the  Energy 
Strategic  Plan.  Goal  1,  Objective  C,  is  to  develop  internal  infrastructure  and  external  strategic  relationships 
to  inform  and  support  climate  policy  and  community  education.  Methods  of  program  funding  are  being 
explored  through  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  in  order  to  perform  a community-based 
Climate  Action  campaign  to  start  to  relay  public  participation.  The  second  goal  is  to  develop  and 
implement  a Climate  Adaptation  Plan  in  partnership  with  the  Mayor’s  Office.  He  reported  that  a discussion 
was  held  at  the  Policy  Committee  about  not  only  focusing  on  adaptation  of  infrastructure,  but  to  also 
include  adaptation  of  the  natural  environment. 

Director  Nutter  thanked  Mr.  Broomhead  for  his  work  leading  the  Energy  and  Climate  programs.  She 
reported  that  a new  Program  Manager  would  be  hired  to  lead  the  Climate  program  due  to  its  growth. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  commended  Ms.  Calla  Ostrander,  Mr.  Broomhead  and  the  Climate  Team  for  their 
work  establishing  a positive  collaborative  collegial  relationship  with  City  departments.  Commissioner 
Wald  thanked  Mr.  Broomhead,  Ms.  Ostrander,  Ms.  Kelly  and  Ms.  Murray  for  their  informative  discussion 
on  the  Strategic  Plan  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Commissioner  King  commended  Department  staff 
for  identifying  ways  to  work  with  other  departments  so  the  work  does  not  become  the  burden  of  one 
department.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  discussions  are  being  held  on  adding  how  Climate  Acton  Plan 
goals  are  being  met  as  a category  in  performance  evaluations  for  staff  being  identified  for  this  work. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  the  Climate  Strategic  Action  Plan  Draft  talks  about  San  Francisco’s  progress 
and  gives  a number  of  reasons  why  we  have  advantages  over  other  places.  He  asked  where  San  Francisco 
ranks  in  comparison  with  other  cities  pursuing  this  goal.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  in  terms  of 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  San  Francisco  is  always  battling  with  Portland  to  be  one  of  the  leaders,  but  it 
doesn’t  mean  that  there  isn’t  another  small  town  somewhere  that  is  doing  better  than  all  of  us,  but  does  not 
have  the  press  coverage  to  get  the  word  out.  Portland  usually  ranks  #1  with  San  Francisco  as  #2,  but  San 
Francisco  has  ranked  #1  in  the  past. 

Commissioner  King  suggested  advocating  to  the  California  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  about 
the  Department’s  work  with  other  City  departments  so  it  could  be  used  as  a model  program.  Mr. 

Broomhead  stated  that  nationally  the  EPA  and  United  States  Department  of  Energy  consider  San  Francisco 
a leader.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  hopes  that  data  collection  is  being  recorded  in  a way  that  can  be 
shared  with  others.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  staff  is  working  on  a data  collection  and  recording  system 
and  is  working  with  other  cities  on  this  effort. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  he  would  like  to  communicate  more  broadly  that  San  Francisco  is  seven 
percent  below  1990  levels  to  show  what  a fantastic  job  the  Department  and  City  are  doing.  He  does  not 
think  that  most  San  Franciscans  know  this  information.  It  would  be  good  politically  and  create  pride  in  San 
Francisco  for  people  to  understand  the  value  of  what  the  Department  is  creating.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated 
that  the  first  part  of  the  campaign  is  a thank-you  to  everyone  in  the  city  that  has  composted,  installed  a 
compact  fluorescent  lamp,  walked  a trip  instead  of  driving  a car,  and  whatever  action  is  being  taken  that  has 
led  us  to  achieve  the  Kyoto  agreement  two  years  ahead  of  schedule.  Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  the 
Climate  Strategic  Plan  indicates  that  a fifth  of  the  greenhouse  gas  reduction  comes  from  sequestration  from 
the  urban  forest.  He  stated  that  the  urban  forest  is  an  important  part  of  this  plan,  but  is  one  of  the  budget 
items  that  has  been  constantly  cut  back  and  does  not  have  a home  in  any  City  department.  He  asked  what 
efforts  could  be  made  to  focus  more  on  urban  forestry  in  this  challenging  budget  time. 
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Ms.  Murray  reported  that  urban  forests  are  often  times  seen  as  just  planting  trees  and  caring  for  them.  This 
strategic  plan  as  well  as  some  of  the  others  demonstrates  the  other  benefits  of  having  an  urban  forest 
program.  She  stated  that  efforts  are  in  progress  in  the  grants  program  to  connect  these  ideas  to  a possible 
creative  funding  source  that  would  address  establishing  a tree  cover  and  include  sequestration  of  carbon  and 
other  related  benefits.  Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  there  may  be  ways  of  thinking  about  working  with 
other  departments  on  urban  forestry  work.  Ms.  Murray  stated  that  the  Department  does  discuss  urban 
forestry  work  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Department 
staff  has  put  together  a proposal  with  a number  of  departments  on  a citywide  tree  plan. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  the  Climate  Adaptation  Plan.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  Climate 
Adaptation  Plan  would  deal  with  the  consequences  of  climate  change.  There  are  a series  of  impacts  that 
may  include  sea-level  rise,  impact  to  wildlife  and  infrastructure,  etc.  It  is  a plan  being  worked  on  by  multi 
departments  that  include  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Airport,  and 
Port.  There  are  more  stakeholders  that  will  have  to  be  brought  in  to  be  involved  as  well  as  the  public. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  asked  whether  any  other  cities  have  inquired  about  what  San  Francisco 
is  doing.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  inquiries  are  made  almost  daily  from  people  wanting  copies  of 
documents,  asking  how  we  do  things,  delegations  coming  through,  people  coming  to  visit,  etc. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  on  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  (see  Energy  Strategic  Plan  Draft  for  201 1-13 
explanatory  document  for  a narrative  and  list  of  goals,  objectives,  and  actions).  Mr.  Broomhead  reported 
that  a lot  of  stimulus  money  has  been  provided  into  the  Energy  program  area  for  activities  such  as 
marketing,  incentives  for  home  residential  retrofits  and  installing  boilers  in  multi-family  buildings,  and  the 
home-performance  program.  He  discussed  Strategic  Plan  goals  and  objectives  in  order  to  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  buildings.  One  is  to  increase  the  focus  on  natural  gas  reductions  with  both 
efficiency  measures  and  renewables  through  the  solar  program  that  is  focusing  on  solar  water  heating  and 
heating  systems.  He  reported  that  there  was  one  possible  setback  with  the  termination  of  financing  for  the 
Property  Assessed  Clean  Energy  Financing  program  by  Fannie  Mae  and  Freddie  Mac.  Staffs 
programmatic  response  was  to  redirect  efforts  to  identify  other  financing  by  working  with  multiple  cities 
and  with  the  California  Energy  Commission  to  identify  financing  options. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  two  objectives  for  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  buildings  to 
twenty  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2012  include  maximizing  energy  efficiency  of  commercial  and 
residential  buildings  and  developing  renewable  energy  resources  (Energy  Strategic  Plan  Draft  pages  1 -2). 
He  highlighted  Strategic  Plan  Objective  A energy  efficiency  actions  that  consist  of  continuing  the 
implementation  of  programs  such  as  Energy  Watch,  the  Commercial  Lighting  Efficiency  Ordinance, 
passing  and  implementing  the  Commercial  Energy  Benchmarking  Ordinance  which  is  before  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  implementing  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  (ARRA)  stimulus  programs  to 
retrofit  residential  units  and  educate  tenants,  and  advocate  for  conducive  California  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (CPUC)  rules  on  Community  Choice  Aggregation  which  can  provide  a great  opportunity  for 
doubling  or  tripling  the  energy  efficiency  that  can  be  achieved  in  the  City. 

Ms.  Danielle  Murray  reported  on  Objective  B actions  to  develop  a renewable  energy  action  plan  to  meet 
100  percent  of  electricity  demand  in  San  Francisco  by  2020.  She  highlighted  actions  outlined  in  the  Energy 
Strategic  Plan  Draft  page  2,  1-11.  Commissioner  Tuchow  asked  for  a definition  of  Feed-in  Tariff.  Ms. 
Murray  reported  that  a Feed-In  Tariff,  through  a utility,  the  State  Energy  Commission,  or  California  Public 
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Utilities  Commission  (CPUC),  would  insure  that  there  will  be  twenty-year  contracts  offered  for  renewable 
energy  generation  at  set  rates  so  that  developers  are  enticed  to  actually  develop  these  projects  knowing  that 
there  will  be  a steady  income  stream  for  twenty  years.  Right  now,  the  rate  structure  does  not  favor 
renewable  energy  and  is  liable  to  change  at  any  point.  This  tariff  would  provide  for  those  assurances  and 
lead  to  greater  investment  by  the  private  sector.  An  example  of  a successful  Feed-In  Tariff  that  has  been  in 
effect  for  several  years  is  in  Germany.  Germany  has  the  highest  rate  of  renewables  in  the  world  as  a result 
of  a Feed-In  Tariff  and  has  had  many  renewable-energy,  solar,  wind  and  other  companies  locate  there 
because  that  is  where  projects  are  going  in  and  industry  has  decided  it  is  best  to  locate.  It  is  also  one  of  the 
key  ways  to  achieve  a green  economy.  Ontario,  Canada  has  successfully  accomplished  the  same  last  year 
and  has  a lot  of  projects  going  in.  That  is  the  first  time  it  has  been  done  in  North  America  at  that  level.  Ms. 
Murray  stated  that  she  would  like  California  to  implement  the  same  type  of  program. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  one  of  the  incentives  for  pursuing  carbon  footprint  reductions  besides  saving 
the  planet  and  reducing  potential  harmful  health  effects  is  the  potential  for  creating  an  economy  that  is  led 
by  these  principles.  He  asked  how  work  is  being  achieved  with  other  City  departments  on  stimulus-funded 
projects  to  create  employment  and  contract  opportunities.  A lot  of  people  were  sold  on  the  stimulus  idea  on 
the  basis  that  it  would  create  jobs.  He  asked  Mr.  Broomhead  whether  the  six  new  hires  that  were  hired  for 
the  TrainGreenSF  program  are  being  paid  through  stimulus  money.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  there  are 
three  people  still  to  be  hired,  but  that  all  six  hires  would  be  paid  through  stimulus  funding.  He  explained  that 
TrainGreenSF  is  a City-sponsored  job  training  program  that  is  being  operated  by  Good  Will.  Anybody 
hired  through  that  program  would  not  be  City  staff  and  would  be  hired  by  private  contractors  after 
completion  of  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  he  also  serves  on  the  Green  Jobs  Advisory 
Committee  of  the  Workforce  Investment  Board  and  has  attended  several  meetings  of  the  Emerald  Cities 
group. 

Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  many  people  believe  that  stimulus  funds  will  be  creating  thousands  of  jobs, 
which  is  not  the  case.  The  current  program  that  costs  five  million  dollars  a year  is  distributed  evenly 
between  incentives  and  technical  assistance  and  has  produced  175  jobs  in  the  private  sector.  Something  on  a 
similar  scale  will  be  done  in  the  next  year  and  a half  that  may  create  another  100-150  jobs  depending  on  the 
market  sector  and  measures.  One  of  the  reasons  that  the  stimulus  money  has  been  structured  toward  the 
residential  market  is  because  in  doing  a home  performance  retrofit,  more  money  is  spent  on  labor  and  less 
money  on  materials.  This  program  would  create  professional  jobs  for  people  of  a fairly  high  level  of 
development.  Somebody  coming  out  of  a workforce  training  program  or  someone  who  would  have  a high 
school  diploma  and  has  had  a chronic  problem  with  finding  employment  would  be  the  occasional  helper  on 
some  of  these  jobs,  so  there  won’t  be  dozens  of  these  jobs,  only  a handful. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  the  Bayview  community  has  agreed  to  certain  land  use  projects  based  on  the 
idea  that  it  would  provide  employment  for  a population  that  is  much  like  the  latter  that  Mr.  Broomhead 
described.  It  is  relevant  that  since  we  are  at  the  forefront  of  creating  the  policies  that  end  up  creating  the 
jobs,  that  we  need  to  start  stating  what  is  being  produced.  Some  of  the  programs  that  are  producing  fine 
work  should  be  promoted  and  quantified  in  our  work  because  a lot  of  people  are  more  interested  in  a better 
financial  future  for  the  country  than  saving  the  planet.  Another  objective  should  be  added  that  our  activity 
produces  a certain  amount  of  employment  in  order  to  justify  what  is  being  done  for  people  that  are  more 
interested  in  the  jobs  that  are  being  created.  This  would  also  account  for  the  stimulus  money  that  the 
President  has  provided  to  produce  jobs. 
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Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Department  is  moving  in  this  direction  and  has  been  putting  together 
presentations  on  this  issue.  When  talking  about  the  future  of  the  Department  in  the  Chronicle  last  week,  she 
had  stated  that  the  objective  is  not  only  about  continuing  to  convince  folks  that  the  programs  that  we  have 
are  good  for  protecting  our  urban  environment,  but  that  they  are  a critical  component  of  creating  jobs  in  our 
city  and  stimulating  the  economy.  She  has  asked  every  Department  program  area  to  report  and  track  as  a 
metric  how  many  jobs  are  being  created  through  each  of  our  programs.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the 
Commission  will  be  hearing  from  the  Environmental  Justice  and  EnvironmentNow  program  staff  that  is 
solely  focused  on  Department  work  on  the  green  jobs  sector  and  green  economy,  so  there  will  be  other 
opportunities  to  discuss  this  topic  at  length  since  dedicated  staff  is  looking  at  these  issues. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  since  staff  has  this  information  already,  he  would  like  to  quantify  the 
economic  impact.  If  we  can't  prove  to  people  that  this  makes  dollars  and  sense,  a lot  of  people  who  don’t 
believe  we  have  a greenhouse  problem  will  find  more  reason  to  oppose  programs.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated 
that  it  can  easily  be  integrated  into  the  Strategic  Plan  discussion.  He  discussed  current  hiring  that  would  not 
have  been  achieved  without  stimulus  funding.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  discussions  have  been  held  at 
senior  staff  meetings  about  adding  in  metrics  once  drafts  have  been  completed,  and  this  would  be  one  of  the 
key  metrics  for  each  of  the  programs.  Ms.  Murray  reported  that  the  GoSolar  SF  incentive  program  has 
hired  66  people  from  disadvantaged  communities  in  San  Francisco  for  full-time  work  in  the  solar  industry. 

Commissioner  Wald  discussed  the  importance  of  including  metrics  or  measures  that  can  be  used  to  tell 
Commissioners  and  other  San  Franciscans  about  the  progress  being  made  in  achieving  these  goals.  The 
overall  goal  will  be  somewhat  difficult  to  quantify  and  some  are  self-explanatory  or  inherent  in  the  item 
itself,  but  others  will  need  some  other  measure  identified  to  see  whether  the  objective  has  been  achieved. 

As  important  as  it  is  to  have  those  objectives,  it  is  also  important  to  accomplish  the  tracking  and  reporting  in 
a way  that  would  not  overburden  staff.  It  is  important  to  decide  what  the  metrics  are,  develop  materials  to 
show  the  progress  that  has  been  made,  and  identify  a way  to  report  that  information  to  San  Francisco 
residents  so  that  they  have  an  appreciation  of  what  is  being  accomplished  and  in  their  own  role  in  meeting 
those  objectives  as  well  as  a sense  of  pride  in  living  in  the  city  and  in  what  the  Department  is 
accomplishing. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  congratulated  the  work  that  is  being  done  in  energy  efficiency  and  renewables  and 
on  the  inspirational  projects.  He  stated  that  his  concern  is  that  there  are  a lot  of  action  items  that  the 
Department  is  working  on  and  asked  whether  there  should  be  more  of  a focus  on  doing  just  a few  items  well 
as  opposed  to  such  a large  quantity.  Mr.  Broomhead  agreed,  but  explained  that  there  is  a small  team  of 
people  who  are  dedicated  to  achieving  each  of  these  actions.  He  and  Ms.  Kelly  work  on  shielding  staff 
from  a lot  of  the  confusion  in  the  marketplace  and  providing  them  with  resources  and  clear  goals  so  they 
can  do  their  job. 

Commissioner  Wald  asked  if  staff  is  being  allocated  in  the  best  possible  way  in  order  to  achieve  goals  and 
make  the  best  use  of  available  funding.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  bolded  items  outlined  in  the  Strategic 
Plan  arc  considered  the  most  important  and  would  bring  us  closer  to  the  goal,  while  the  non-bolded  items 
are  second-tier  tasks  that  are  considered  supplementary  actions.  She  reported  that  a discussion  has  been  held 
on  turning  all  the  strategic  plans  into  work  plan  documents  that  have  associated  budgets  and  staff.  That  is 
the  time  when  resources  would  be  identified  to  enable  work  on  the  supplemental  items,  drop  them  otf,  or 
change  priorities.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  strategic  opportunities  are  often  times  identified  when 
resources  arc  available  or  through  a window  of  opportunity. 
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Commissioner  Mok  commended  the  goals  in  the  Strategic  Plan.  He  asked  what  would  happen  if  budget 
priorities  change  next  year.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  a change  in  Mayor  could  have  an  effect  on  policy 
decisions  and  funding  being  sought.  However,  all  of  the  funding  sources  in  the  climate  and  energy  area  are 
from  dedicated  sources  such  as  rate-payer  money  that  comes  to  the  Department  under  orders  from  the 
CPUC  to  PG&E  who  then  contracts  to  the  Department.  It  is  not  controlled  by  the  Mayor  or  subject  to  what 
happens  to  the  budget  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  from  a strategic  perspective  it  is  important  to  think  about  goals  that  cross 
over  all  of  the  different  program  areas  as  a whole.  He  stated  that  he  was  thinking  about  Commissioner 
King’s  comments  about  certain  communities  and  their  need  to  understand  the  green  movement,  which 
seems  to  transcend  renewables  and  a lot  of  these  different  projects.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  current 
solution  is  to  create  a Strategic  Plan  that  is  the  cover  document  for  all  of  the  program  areas  that  highlights 
cross-program  area  themes  and  where  the  focus  strategically  is  in  the  Department.  She  asked 
Commissioners  for  their  input  and  ideas.  Commissioner  Tuchow  suggested  identifying  three  or  four  broad 
goals  and  strategies  for  the  Department  and  for  each  of  the  Strategic  Plans  to  fit  into  the  whole. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Energy  Program  has  2.5  auditors  going  out  to  small  businesses  on  a daily 
basis  to  support  the  green  business  program,  but  they  do  not  currently  promote  it.  The  goal  is  to  cross-train 
them  in  the  areas  of  toxics  reduction  and  water  so  they  can  do  preliminary  assessments  at  every  business 
they  go  to.  It  would  only  take  a small  amount  of  time  to  make  a preliminary  green  business  assessment  and 
start  promoting  the  program  and  green  everything  they  do.  He  explained  that  there  is  a small  percentage  of 
energy-efficiency  achieved  from  this  effort  because  they  are  small  facilities.  You  have  to  go  in  several 
times  to  talk  to  somebody,  and  they  may  have  12  light-bulbs  and  one  refrigerator  that  need  replacing.  You 
are  not  getting  a lot  of  savings  as  opposed  to  making  the  same  level  of  effort  to  contact  and  convince  a 
larger  business  who  has  capital  to  invest.  However,  it  is  still  important  to  do  this  for  small  businesses 
because  utilities  do  not  offer  this  service,  and  it  is  unique  for  local  governments  to  provide  this  service. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  on  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan,  Objective  A,  Action  3,  the 
Department  has  a plan  to  reduce  35,000  tons  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  Somebody  made  a comment  that 
it  was  for  buildings  over  10,000  square  feet.  Does  that  mean  that  buildings  under  10,000  square  feet  would 
not  come  under  this  ordinance?  On  Action  4,  the  goal  is  to  reduce  3500  tons  in  residential  units,  which  is 
ten  percent  of  the  commercial.  Is  there  a size  limit  on  residential  buildings?  In  Objective  B,  Action  6,  for  a 
public  outreach  campaign  to  market  the  state  incentive  program.  She  stated  that  she  had  received  a discount 
from  the  federal  and  state  government  for  installation  of  photovoltaic  panels,  and  that  San  Francisco  is 
behind  on  this  incentive  program.  Will  there  be  a local  incentive  program?  On  Objective  B,  Action  1 1,  to 
develop  pilot  projects  for  large-scale  wave  power.  We  have  already  had  a pilot  project  and  it  was  decided 
that  it  was  going  to  be  too  expensive  for  the  amount  of  energy  that  would  be  produced  because  of  the  cost  of 
construction,  etc. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  buildings  under  than  10,000  square  feet  are  small  in  terms  of  commercial 
buildings.  The  expense  of  sending  an  auditor  out,  somebody  to  go  through  the  benchmarking  process 
would  not  be  a useful  activity  in  this  case.  The  Department’s  small  business  program  does  a good  job  of 
reaching  the  smaller  buildings.  On  Action  4,  there  is  no  size  limit  on  residences— it  is  a limit  on  the  amount 
of  funding  available.  We  could  easily  do  ten  times  that  amount,  but  ten  times  the  amount  of  money  would 
be  needed.  If  the  block  grant  program  is  refunded  in  another  program  cycle,  more  tons  could  be  done.  On 
Action  6,  there  is  a local  solar  photovoltaic  incentive  being  funded  from  the  SFPUC  that  has  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  project  that  produces  electricity.  It  is  more  cost-effective  for  the  City  to  get  solar  in  San  Francisco 
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by  handing  cash  over  to  residents  or  businesses  that  are  going  to  turn  that  into  solar  projects  than  for  the 
City  to  do  it  and  pay  for  the  project. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  on  Action  1 1,  the  City  did  have  a project  working  with  the  SFPUC  and  other 
localities  around  the  Bay  looking  at  tidal  current  energy  where  machines  would  be  placed  somewhere  at  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  area  underwater  that  would  capture  the  tidal  current.  It  proved  to  be  too  expensive  for 
the  amount  of  energy  produced.  Currently,  ten  times  that  amount  of  energy  could  be  accomplished  for  the 
same  amount  of  dollars  through  energy  efficiency  than  by  tidal.  Now  we  are  trying  wave  energy,  which  is 
not  the  flow  of  the  tide  based  on  the  moon,  it  is  the  flow  of  waves  that  come  from  wind-power  generated  in 
storms  off  the  Antarctic  Coast.  Those  storms  make  their  way  here,  and  those  winds  produce  waves  that 
energy  can  be  captured  from.  That  needs  to  be  studied,  and  we  don’t  know  how  many  megawatts  it  may 
produce.  It  may  prove  to  be  a small  amount  of  power  for  the  cost.  The  biggest  point  to  be  considered  on 
the  cost  for  wave  is  how  to  bring  the  power  in.  All  of  the  power  lines  that  go  out  to  the  western  side  of  the 
city  are  small  and  for  residential  use.  There  is  no  heavy  power  line  going  there.  It  would  not  be 
inexpensive  to  put  a big  field  of  generators  on  the  sea  floor  and  bring  it  in  through  a major  transmission  line. 

6.  Review  and  Approval  of  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  201 1 Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  (Explanatory  Document: 
Annual  Report  Draft  and  Final)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  Speakers:  Commissioner  Johanna 
Wald  and  Monica  Fish.  Commission  Secretary  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  Policy  Committee  members  and  Ms.  Fish  have  identified  a plan  for 
preparing  the  Annual  Report  on  a regular  basis  that  would  allow  for  a review  of  the  Draft  by  the  Policy 
Committee  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  a timely  basis.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Draft 
Annual  Report  that  is  included  in  the  Commission  packet  has  been  approved  by  the  Policy  Committee  for 
recommendation  to  the  Commission.  Commissioner  Wald  urged  the  Commission  to  approve  the  Annual 
Report  Draft.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  Annual  Report 
Draft  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald; 
Absent:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

7.  Planning  for  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  2011  Annual  Retreat.  Speaker:  Monica  Fish, 
Commission  Secretary  (Discussion)  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Commission’s  2010  Annual  Retreat  was 
held  in  February  of  this  year  and  that  it  is  time  to  plan  for  the  201 1 Annual  Retreat.  She  announced  that  the 
topic  of  discussion  at  the  last  retreat  was  Green  Jobs  and  asked  Commissioners  for  their  suggestions  for 
agenda  topics  and  for  their  availability  in  February.  Commissioner  Mok  stated  that  the  topic  of  discussion 
at  the  last  meeting  was  strictly  about  the  JobsNow  program  and  asked  that  the  Retreat  discussions  go  back 
to  a previous  format  of  including  more  agenda  topics.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  values  the 
opportunity  of  having  an  in-depth  discussion  of  an  item,  but  would  like  to  see  more  time  for  what  is  more 
traditionally  considered  a retreat,  e.g.,  to  see  where  the  Commission  came  from,  where  it  is  going,  to  assess 
accomplishments,  and  set  goals  as  a Commission  for  the  coming  year.  She  would  like  time  for 
introspection.  Commission  President  Tuchow  asked  Commissioners  to  consider  appropriate  topics  and 
structure  for  the  meeting.  Ms.  Fish  asked  that  Commissioners  send  in  their  suggestions  before  the  January 
25,  201 1 Commission  meeting  so  an  additional  discussion  could  be  held  at  that  meeting.  Commissioner 
Tuchow  asked  that  all  ideas  be  communicated  to  the  Director  and  Commission  President. 

8.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  Article 
IV  - Officers,  Section  3A:  Nomination  and  Ejection  of  Officers.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Notice  of 
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Proposed  Bylaws  Amendment,  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-08-COE,  and  Approved  Resolution  No.  007-08- 
COE)  Sponsor  and  Speaker:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  the  current  Bylaws  allows  for  a bifurcated  election  process  under  which 
the  Commission  has  one  meeting  for  nominations  of  officers  and  a subsequent  meeting  where  officers  are 
elected.  She  stated  that  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  has  assured  her  that  it  is  not  a required  process.  She 
explained  that  it  is  a process  that  has  caused  problems  in  the  past  nominating  and  electing  officers  at  the 
right  meeting.  The  goal  of  this  amendment  is  to  simplify  the  process  by  which  the  Commission  nominates 
and  elects  its  officers  by  ending  the  bifurcation  and  would  allow  for  nomination  and  election  of  officers  at  a 
single  meeting,  which  is  the  way  that  many  Commissions  operate. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  if  rules  allow,  she  would  like  to  propose  an  additional  amendment  to 
include  to  the  same  section  after  the  term  ‘‘practicable”,  “that  those  officers  elected  shall  serve  until  their 
successors  are  elected.”  Commissioner  Gravanis  proposed  an  alternate  amendment  to  Article  4,  Section  2: 
Term  of  Office  of  the  existing  Bylaws  that  would  state  that  “The  term  of  each  office  shall  be  one  year  or 
until  the  successors  are  duly  elected.”  Commissioner  Wald  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  if 
Commissioner  Gravanis’s  proposal  could  be  adopted  at  this  time  under  the  current  Notice  of  Bylaws 
Amendment.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  confirmed  that  because  the  amendment  is  to  the  same  section, 
the  current  notice  would  be  adequate  for  either  amendment.  Commissioner  Wald  deferred  to  the 
amendment  proposed  by  Commissioner  Gravanis.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald,  second  by 
Commissioner  King,  Resolution  File  2010-08-COE  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s 
Bylaws  Article  IV-  Officers,  Section  2:  Term  of  Office  and  Section  3A:  Nomination  and  Election  of 
Officers  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald; 
Absent:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  she  does  not  believe  that  adequate  notice  was  issued  for  the 
amendment  to  Section  2:  Term  of  Office. 

9.  Nomination  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Officers.  This  agenda  item  will  be  considered  if  Agenda 
Item  8 does  not  pass.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  This  agenda  item  was  tabled  until  the  January  25, 
201 1 meeting. 

10.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  October  20,  2010  meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  January  19, 
201 1 meeting  to  be  held  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Eco  Center,  1 1 Grove  Street. 

Operations  Committee  Chair  Mok  reported  that  at  the  October  20,  2010  Operations  Committee  meeting, 

Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Outreach  Program  Manager,  discussed  outreach 
program  priorities  and  website  development.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  changes  to  the  budget 
process  and  the  need  to  expand  office  space  due  to  increase  of  staff.  The  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  201 1 -12  is 
scheduled  for  review  at  the  January  meeting. 

1 1.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  October  25  and  November  8,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  December  13,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 
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Policy  Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  at  the  October  25  meeting,  the  Policy  Committee  discussed  the 
Climate  Action  Plan  and  the  Commission's  Draft  Annual  Report.  At  the  November  8 meeting,  the  Policy 
Committee  discussed  and  heard  a presentation  on  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings  by  Mr.  Mark  Palmer, 
Department  of  the  Environment  Municipal  Green  Building  Coordinator  and  Ms.  AnMarie  Rodgers,  of  the 
Planning  Department.  The  Planning  Department  is  in  the  process  of  adopting  these  standards.  The 
Committee  agreed,  after  a detailed  discussion,  to  recommend  a Resolution  to  this  Commission  supporting 
the  standards  but  ultimately  did  not  do  so.  At  the  November  8 meeting,  the  Committee  also  discussed  the 
Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs  that  were  discussed  at  this  meeting.  At  the  next  Policy 
Committee  meeting,  there  will  be  continued  review  of  Draft  Strategic  Plans  that  will  be  forwarded  to  this 
Commission. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  reminded  Commissioners  of  San  Francisco  Charter  Section  4.1 18  that  states 
that  the  Commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  review  and  make  recommendations  on  any  policy  proposed 
for  adoption  by  any  City  agency  regarding  conformity  with  the  long-term  plans  for  environmental 
sustainability  except  for  those  regarding  building  and  land  use.  It  goes  on  to  say  that  the  Commission  can 
make  recommendations  on  a list  of  nine  different  areas,  but  it  does  not  list  land  use.  He  asked  that 
Commissioners  be  aware  of  this  Charter  restriction  because  this  issue  has  come  up  previously  with  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  soccer-fields  agenda  topic  and  now  with  the  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings.  In  the 
case  for  the  bird  issue,  it  was  a Planning  Department  staff  member  asking  for  Commission  support  of  the 
proposal  because  their  Commission  will  be  hearing  the  item.  Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  he  believes 
that  the  intent  of  this  Charter  restriction  is  so  that  one  Commission  is  not  telling  another  Commission  what 
they  should  be  doing.  There  are  different  alternatives  so  as  not  to  breach  the  intent  of  the  Charter.  He 
explained  that  with  the  bird  issue,  there  was  a possibility  to  speak  generally  over  the  Commission’s 
jurisdiction  over  preservation  of  habitat,  but  not  to  go  into  specific  building  code  or  land  use  issues. 

Another  way  would  be  to  defer  the  issue  and  say  that  the  Commission  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
issue. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  this  is  a topic  that  could  be  discussed  at  a retreat  or  as  a new  business 
item  at  a future  meeting.  The  Commission  and  Department  spends  a lot  of  time  talking  about  buildings, 
whether  it  is  the  Green  Building  program,  LEED,  energy  conservation,  GreenPoint  Rated,  Bay  Friendly, 
etc.  The  whole  Climate  Plan  talks  about  how  most  of  our  greenhouse  gases  are  from  transportation  and 
buildings.  She  suggested  that  a discussion  be  held  in  the  future  about  what  this  restriction  really  means.  She 
stated  that  her  impression  is  that  the  restriction  refers  to  discussions  about  building  heights,  footprints,  and 
floor  area  ratios  or  land  use  issues  such  as  zoning,  e.g.,  where  to  put  residential  and  retail  buildings. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  if  we  want  to  do  a good  job  about  transit  development,  we  would  want 
to  talk  about  it.  The  Charter  indicates  that  the  Commission  may  consider  natural  resource  conservation.  So 
in  this  case,  the  indication  is  that  it  is  okay  to  talk  about  window  treatments  that  conserve  energy,  but  not 
window  treatments  that  conserve  wildlife.  She  stated  that  it  seems  inconsistent,  and  proposed  a more 
detailed  discussion  at  a future  meeting. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  wants  to  give  credit  to  the  work  that  the  Department  and  Commission 
does.  He  stated  that  he  has  attended  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  and  Planning  Commission  meetings  in 
which  the  Department  and  Commission's  policies  are  often  times  cited  and  represented  in  debates. 

12.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
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• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Commission  Secretary  Fish  reported  that  she  has  included  a written  report  for  the  Commissioners  listing 
updates  on  pending  City  legislation  and  communications  and  correspondence  received  and  distributed  since 
the  last  meeting.  She  stated  that  the  Commission’s  201 1 Meeting  Schedule  was  also  included  in  the 
meeting  packet. 

13.  Director’s  Report  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment  administrative  and  programmatic 

operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air,  Climate,  Energy,  Public  Outreach 
and  Education,  Environmental  Justice,  Green  Building,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction,  and  Urban  Forestry. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  a written  report  is  included  in  the  meeting  packet  for  the  Commissioner’s 
review.  Highlights  of  the  report  were  provided  as  follows.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  in  relation  to  the 
budget,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  been  traditionally  been  considered  with  General  Fund 
departments.  Since  the  Department  does  not  receive  any  direct  general  fund  money,  it  has  received 
preliminary  approval  to  move  all  of  its  records  out  of  the  City’s  general  fund  categories.  In  the  next  budget 
cycle,  the  Department  will  be  considered  an  enterprise  department,  which  will  be  beneficial  to  the  budget 
process.  In  reference  to  an  administrative  general  item,  the  Department  is  hosting  a holiday  open  house  this 
Thursday,  December  9 from  4:00  - 6:30  p.m.  at  the  Eco  Center  as  a way  to  invite  the  public,  volunteers, 
community  partners,  and  anyone  who  would  want  to  see  where  the  Eco  Center  is,  meet  staff,  and  celebrate 
the  holidays  with  us.  An  invitation  was  extended  to  the  Commissioners  to  join  in. 

In  reference  to  legislation  and  policy,  the  landfill  hearing  that  was  anticipated  for  December  has  been 
postponed  until  January.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  took  a tour  of  the  Recology  Ostrom  Road  landfill 
site  with  Supervisors  Mar  and  Avalos  and  met  with  activists  in  the  area  to  get  a perspective  of  what  their 
concerns  are.  There  has  been  some  urgency  to  move  some  legislative  items  quickly  through  the  process 
since  they  have  pending  for  some  time.  One  is  the  Commercial  Buildings  Performance  Ordinance  that  was 
heard  in  Land  Use  Committee  this  Monday  and  was  continued.  It  is  unclear  whether  it  would  be  completed 
with  this  administration  or  postponed  until  next  year.  The  Department  has  been  working  closely  with 
Supervisor  Mirkarimi  and  his  office,  the  Mayor’s  Office,  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  the  drug 
disposal  pilot  program  scoping  out  a potential  industry  pilot  program  and  reviewing  potential  legislation. 
This  item  was  continued  for  one  week. 

In  reference  to  community  events  and  outreach  activities,  there  is  an  extensive  list  in  the  written  report  for 
Commissioners  to  review  on  staff  activities.  Program  milestones  and  achievements  are  segmented  by 
program  area.  Under  the  Zero  Waste  section,  there  is  a lot  of  work  going  on  with  implementation  of  the 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance.  There  has  been  a lot  of  staff  out  in  the  community 
insuring  that  residences,  businesses  and  multi-family  buildings  are  complying  with  the  Ordinance  and 
providing  trainings  on  zero  waste.  The  Outreach  program  has  launched  a fall  recycling  campaign.  The  fall 
mailer  went  to  all  San  Francisco  residences  and  P.O.  boxes  on  guidelines  for  how  to  comply  with  the 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance.  Director  Nutter  announced  that  the  Department  was  one 
of  the  winners  of  the  Great  Race  for  Clean  Air  competition  that  was  announced  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
today.  A certificate  was  received  from  Supervisor  Mar.  The  Department  was  one  of  the  two  department 
winners  selected  out  of  1 8 departments  for  staff  participation  in  using  alternative  transportation  during  the 
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challenge.  Additionally,  the  Director's  Report  includes  information  about  grants  that  were  received  and 
awarded  and  four  new  hires 

Commissioner  King  reported  that  he  is  a member  of  a Committee  who  has  talked  about  following  up  on  the 
recycling  program  at  the  Housing  Authority.  He  stated  that  if  this  model  program  succeeds,  it  would 
permeate  through  the  rest  of  the  other  housing  authorities.  He  asked  that  Director  Nutter  connect  with 
Supervisor  Avalos  and  relay  support  for  the  program  and  report  back  to  the  Commission  at  a future  meeting 
on  how  this  program's  waste  reduction  goals  were  met. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  the  November  1 deadline  for  the  Cell  Phone  right  to  know  ordinance 
and  when  consumers  would  see  SAR  values  next  to  the  products.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the 
implementation  deadline  has  gone  forward  and  come  and  gone.  Even  though  the  legislation  is  being 
litigated,  implementation  deadlines  are  moving  forward  with  the  exception  of  one  deadline  that  was 
adjusted  for  next  year.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  believes  consumers  would  see  the  SAR  values  on 
February  1 . but  she  would  confirm  and  report  back. 

Commissioner  King  inquired  about  the  status  of  the  potential  legislation  for  the  downtown  traffic 
congestion  loop.  He  stated  that  this  legislation  was  heard  at  the  Commission  at  one  time,  and  he  thought 
there  would  be  further  discussion.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  is  not  in  agreement  with  the  legislation 
as  a way  to  influence  people  to  use  public  transportation.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  believes  that  the 
congestion  pricing  for  downtown  issue  was  being  led  by  the  Mayor’s  Office,  but  it  is  not  moving  forward  at 
this  time.  A report  would  be  provided  on  the  status. 

14.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Commission  President  Tuchow  asked 
Commissioners  to  bring  forward  requests  for  Commission  meeting  agenda  items  to  his  attention 
approximately  three  weeks  before  meetings  so  they  can  be  added  to  the  agenda.  He  explained  that  agenda 
planning  sessions  are  held  approximately  two  weeks  before  the  meeting  with  the  Commission  President, 
Department  Director,  and  Commission  Secretary.  He  asked  that  Commissioners  give  some  consideration 
to  a meaningful  agenda  and  format  for  the  retreat  and  to  report  back  before  the  January  meeting. 

16.  New  Busincss/Futurc  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Commissioner  King 
requested  a review  of  the  impact  of  the  bag  law.  He  discussed  his  concerns  that  initially  there  was  a move 
to  use  plastic  instead  of  paper  bags  in  order  to  save  trees.  Now,  everyone  is  receiving  and  using  more  and 
more  paper  bags.  He  reported  that  when  he  goes  to  the  grocery  store,  he  does  not  see  a huge  proliferation  of 
people  bringing  bags.  He  thinks  that  more  should  be  done  to  encourage  the  use  of  and  give  out  reusable 
bags.  Pricing  people  out  of  using  bags  is  short-sighted  because  they  are  now  adding  the  cost  of  bags  to  their 
cost  of  groceries.  Commissioner  King  requested  that  recommendations  be  made  for  some  type  of  program 
to  help  people  use  reusable  bags  because  it  is  not  happening.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  there  would  be  a 
review  provided  by  the  Zero  Waste  team  of  where  we  have  been  and  where  we  are  today.  She  stated  that 
she  would  make  a request  of  Supervisor  Mirkarimi's  Office  to  join  in  the  discussion,  because  he  is 
proposing  additional  legislation  next  year  that  relates  to  the  bag  law  that  may  address  some  of  these 
concerns.  Commissioner  Tuchow  asked  that  this  item  be  placed  on  the  next  Commission  meeting  agenda. 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  arc  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 
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18.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  January  25,  2011,  5:00  p.m. 
at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission 's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  meeting  website  at 

https://sitcs.g()ogle.corn/a/sfenvironment.org/comrnission/environment-commission  included  with  minutes 
by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.  FishCasfyov. or<>. 

Respectfully  submitted  by  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
Tel:  (415)  355-3709,  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved: 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

MELANIE  NUTTER 
Director 
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TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  7,  2010,  5:00  P.M. 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  408,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94101;  . '“'''i  &UU 

H .ue  Lhi  iARY 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Matt  Tuchow  (President),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-President), 
Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  Rahul  Prakash,  Johanna  Wald 

*NOTE:  The  Tuesday,  November  23,  2010,  5:00  p.m.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 
rescheduled  to  Friday,  December  10,  2010  at  5:00  p.m.  and  was  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  408. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:10  p.m. 

Present:  Commission  President  Tuchow,  Commission  Vice-President  Gravanis,  Commissioners  King,  Mok 
and  Wald;  Excused:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash. 

2.  Rescind  March  23,  2010  Commission  Approved  Meeting  Minutes  and  Readopt  with  Amendments. 

(Explanatory  Document:  March  23,  2010  Corrected  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  the  Meeting  Mmutes  should  be  approved  with  “corrections”,  not  “amendments”. 

Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  provided  an  opinion  that  “amendments”  or  “corrections”  could  be  used 
interchangeably.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  March  23, 
2010  Commission  Meeting  Minutes  were  rescinded  and  approved  with  corrections  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

3.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  October  5,  2010  Commission  on  the  Environment  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  October  5,  2010  Draft  Minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by 
Commissioner  King,  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  October  5,  2010  Meeting  Minutes  were 
adopted  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald;  Absent: 
Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  the  term  “approval  of  minutes”  should  be  used  instead  of 
the  term  "adoption”.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  stated  that  either  term  would  be  correct. 
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3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Staff  Presentations  on  Draft  Strategic  Plans  for  Energy  and  Climate  Programs.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  Sponsors:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Melanie  Nutter;  Speakers:  Cal 
Broomhead,  Energy  and  Climate  Program  Manager;  Ann  Kelly,  Energy  Efficiency  Program  Manager; 
Danielle  Murray,  Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager  (Explanatory  Documents:  Climate  and  Energy 
Plans  Drafts  for  201 1-2013) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  Department  of  the  Environment  program  staff  are  in  the  process  of  updating 
their  Strategic  Plans  for  201 1-13.  In  response  to  Commissioner’s  requests  to  provide  input  throughout  the 
process,  the  first  plans  that  have  been  completed  for  the  Energy  and  Climate  programs  are  being  presented 
today  for  Commissioner’s  questions  and  input.  A number  of  other  Draft  Plans  will  be  coming  to  the 
Commission  in  the  coming  months. 

Mr.  Broomhead  presented  on  the  Climate  Action  Strategic  Plan.  He  stated  that  there  has  been  a lot  of 
activity  in  the  climate  field  since  the  last  discussion  at  the  Commission  in  the  last  year,  everything  from 
stimulus  money  that  has  now  been  received  to  an  increase  in  staffing.  A review  of  community  numbers  for 
2008  shows  that  San  Francisco  has  achieved  7%  reductions  below  1990  levels,  which  is  in  stark  contrast  to 
the  rest  of  the  country  that  is  at  about  1 1 to  14  percent  above  1990  levels.  There  are  many  uncertainties 
about  why  this  is  happening,  some  of  which  are  included  in  the  Strategic  Plan  Draft.  There  are  other 
activities  going  on  in  the  private  sector  that  is  difficult  to  quantify  or  quantifiable  data  is  not  available  for, 
so  there  are  unknowns.  In-city  activities  have  led  to  emissions  reductions,  the  largest  portion  of  which  is 
due  to  the  State’s  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard,  the  closing  of  the  Hunters  Point  Power  Plant,  and  Hetch 
Hetchy’s  clean  power.  (Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative,  paragraph  2) 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  2012  objective  requires  emissions  reductions  by  another  13%  or  975,000 
metric  tons  of  greenhouse  gases  and  discussed  current  programs,  activities,  and  policy  solutions  that  would 
help  meet  this  goal  as  well  as  the  need  for  expansion  of  programs.  A discussion  was  held  on  challenges  that 
will  be  faced  and  future  opportunities  to  reduce  emissions  (Strategic  Plan  Draft  narrative,  paragraph  3).  He 
reported  that  the  City  has  the  responsibility  to  plan  and  prepare  for  the  effects  of  climate  change  and  can 
advocate  for  strong  action  by  federal  and  state  governments  as  well  as  effect  change  globally.  A discussion 
was  held  on  changes  that  can  be  made  to  all  levels  of  the  system  through  individual,  private  business  and 
government,  and  the  framework  that  local  government  should  create  to  shape  daily  choices.  (Strategic  Plan 
Draft  narrative,  paragraph  4) 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  on  Climate  Action  Plan  goals,  objectives  and  actions  as  outlined  on  pages  2-3  of 
the  Climate  Action  Strategic  Plan  Draft.  He  reported  that  for  Goal  1.  Objective  A,  Ms.  Ostrander  and  the 
Climate  team  have  been  working  with  departments  to  implement  departmental  Climate  Action  Plans. 
Departments  have  now  turned  in  Plans  and  assigned  department  liaisons  who  are  personally  invested  in 
making  these  greenhouse-gas  reductions  and  are  working  with  their  departments  to  identify  solutions  and 
opportunities  for  reductions.  The  team  is  working  on  developing  an  enterprise-wide  data  management 
system  to  support  community-wide  inventories  so  they  can  spend  their  time  on  community  education  and 
outreach  in  the  future. 
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Goal  1,  Objective  B is  to  calculate  and  certify  San  Francisco’s  community  greenhouse-gas  emissions.  Work 
is  being  done  to  identify  emissions  sub-categories  within  the  emissions  inventory  and  strategically  identify 
where  to  make  improvements.  Natural  gas  savings  is  becoming  a focus  and  is  addressed  in  the  Energy 
Strategic  Plan.  Goal  1,  Objective  C,  is  to  develop  internal  infrastructure  and  external  strategic  relationships 
to  inform  and  support  climate  policy  and  community  education.  Methods  of  program  funding  are  being 
explored  through  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  in  order  to  perform  a community-based 
Climate  Action  campaign  to  start  to  relay  public  participation.  The  second  goal  is  to  develop  and 
implement  a Climate  Adaptation  Plan  in  partnership  with  the  Mayor’s  Office.  He  reported  that  a discussion 
was  held  at  the  Policy  Committee  about  not  only  focusing  on  adaptation  of  infrastructure,  but  to  also 
include  adaptation  of  the  natural  environment. 

Director  Nutter  thanked  Mr.  Broomhead  for  his  work  leading  the  Energy  and  Climate  programs.  She 
reported  that  a new  Program  Manager  would  be  hired  to  lead  the  Climate  program  due  to  its  growth. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  commended  Ms.  Calla  Ostrander,  Mr.  Broomhead  and  the  Climate  Team  for  their 
work  establishing  a positive  collaborative  collegial  relationship  with  City  departments.  Commissioner 
Wald  thanked  Mr.  Broomhead,  Ms.  Ostrander,  Ms.  Kelly  and  Ms.  Murray  for  their  informative  discussion 
on  the  Strategic  Plan  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Commissioner  King  commended  Department  staff 
for  identifying  ways  to  work  with  other  departments  so  the  work  does  not  become  the  burden  of  one 
department.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  discussions  are  being  held  on  adding  how  Climate  Acton  Plan 
goals  are  being  met  as  a category  in  performance  evaluations  for  staff  being  identified  for  this  work. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  the  Climate  Strategic  Action  Plan  Draft  talks  about  San  Francisco’s  progress 
and  gives  a number  of  reasons  why  we  have  advantages  over  other  places.  He  asked  where  San  Francisco 
ranks  in  comparison  with  other  cities  pursuing  this  goal.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  in  terms  of 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  San  Francisco  is  always  battling  with  Portland  to  be  one  of  the  leaders,  but  it 
doesn’t  mean  that  there  isn’t  another  small  town  somewhere  that  is  doing  better  than  all  of  us,  but  does  not 
have  the  press  coverage  to  get  the  word  out.  Portland  usually  ranks  #1  with  San  Francisco  as  #2,  but  San 
Francisco  has  ranked  #1  in  the  past. 

Commissioner  King  suggested  advocating  to  the  California  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  about 
the  Department’s  work  with  other  City  departments  so  it  could  be  used  as  a model  program.  Mr. 

Broomhead  stated  that  nationally  the  EPA  and  United  States  Department  of  Energy  consider  San  Francisco 
a leader.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  hopes  that  data  collection  is  being  recorded  in  a way  that  can  be 
shared  with  others.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  staff  is  working  on  a data  collection  and  recording  system 
and  is  working  with  other  cities  on  this  effort. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  he  would  like  to  communicate  more  broadly  that  San  Francisco  is  seven 
percent  below  1990  levels  to  show  what  a fantastic  job  the  Department  and  City  are  doing.  He  does  not 
think  that  most  San  Franciscans  know  this  information.  It  would  be  good  politically  and  create  pride  in  San 
Francisco  for  people  to  understand  the  value  of  what  the  Department  is  creating.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated 
that  the  first  part  of  the  campaign  is  a thank-you  to  everyone  in  the  city  that  has  composted,  installed  a 
compact  fluorescent  lamp,  walked  a trip  instead  of  driving  a car,  and  whatever  action  is  being  taken  that  has 
led  us  to  achieve  the  Kyoto  agreement  two  years  ahead  of  schedule.  Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  the 
Climate  Strategic  Plan  indicates  that  a fifth  of  the  greenhouse  gas  reduction  comes  from  sequestration  from 
the  urban  forest.  He  stated  that  the  urban  forest  is  an  important  part  of  this  plan,  but  is  one  of  the  budget 
items  that  has  been  constantly  cut  back  and  does  not  have  a home  in  any  City  department.  He  asked  what 
efforts  could  be  made  to  focus  more  on  urban  forestry  in  this  challenging  budget  time. 
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Ms.  Murray  reported  that  urban  forests  are  often  times  seen  as  just  planting  trees  and  caring  for  them.  This 
strategic  plan  as  well  as  some  of  the  others  demonstrates  the  other  benefits  of  having  an  urban  forest 
program.  She  stated  that  efforts  are  in  progress  in  the  grants  program  to  connect  these  ideas  to  a possible 
creative  funding  source  that  would  address  establishing  a tree  cover  and  include  sequestration  of  carbon  and 
other  related  benefits.  Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  there  may  be  ways  of  thinking  about  working  with 
other  departments  on  urban  forestry  work.  Ms.  Murray  stated  that  the  Department  does  discuss  urban 
forestry  work  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Department 
staff  has  put  together  a proposal  with  a number  of  departments  on  a citywide  tree  plan. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  the  Climate  Adaptation  Plan.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  Climate 
Adaptation  Plan  would  deal  w ith  the  consequences  of  climate  change.  There  are  a series  of  impacts  that 
may  include  sea-level  rise,  impact  to  wildlife  and  infrastructure,  etc.  It  is  a plan  being  worked  on  by  multi 
departments  that  include  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Airport,  and 
Port.  There  are  more  stakeholders  that  will  have  to  be  brought  in  to  be  involved  as  well  as  the  public. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  asked  whether  any  other  cities  have  inquired  about  what  San  Francisco 
is  doing.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  inquiries  are  made  almost  daily  from  people  wanting  copies  of 
documents,  asking  how  we  do  things,  delegations  coming  through,  people  coming  to  visit,  etc. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  on  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan  (see  Energy  Strategic  Plan  Draft  for  201 1-13 
explanatory  document  for  a narrative  and  list  of  goals,  objectives,  and  actions).  Mr.  Broomhead  reported 
that  a lot  of  stimulus  money  has  been  provided  into  the  Energy  program  area  for  activities  such  as 
marketing,  incentives  for  home  residential  retrofits  and  installing  boilers  in  multi-family  buildings,  and  the 
home-performance  program.  He  discussed  Strategic  Plan  goals  and  objectives  in  order  to  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  buildings.  One  is  to  increase  the  focus  on  natural  gas  reductions  with  both 
efficiency  measures  and  renewables  through  the  solar  program  that  is  focusing  on  solar  water  heating  and 
heating  systems.  He  reported  that  there  was  one  possible  setback  with  the  termination  of  financing  for  the 
Property  Assessed  Clean  Energy  Financing  program  by  Fannie  Mae  and  Freddie  Mac.  Staffs 
programmatic  response  was  to  redirect  efforts  to  identify  other  financing  by  working  with  multiple  cities 
and  with  the  California  Energy  Commission  to  identify  financing  options. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  two  objectives  for  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  buildings  to 
twenty  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2012  include  maximizing  energy  efficiency  of  commercial  and 
residential  buildings  and  developing  renewable  energy  resources  (Energy  Strategic  Plan  Draft  pages  1 -2). 
He  highlighted  Strategic  Plan  Objective  A energy  efficiency  actions  that  consist  of  continuing  the 
implementation  of  programs  such  as  Energy  Watch,  the  Commercial  Lighting  Efficiency  Ordinance, 
passing  and  implementing  the  Commercial  Energy  Benchmarking  Ordinance  which  is  before  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  implementing  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act  (ARRA)  stimulus  programs  to 
retrofit  residential  units  and  educate  tenants,  and  advocate  for  conducive  California  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (CPUC)  rules  on  Community  Choice  Aggregation  which  can  provide  a great  opportunity  for 
doubling  or  tripling  the  energy  efficiency  that  can  be  achieved  in  the  City. 

Ms.  Danielle  Murray  reported  on  Objective  B actions  to  develop  a renewable  energy  action  plan  to  meet 
100  percent  of  electricity  demand  in  San  Francisco  by  2020.  She  highlighted  actions  outlined  in  the  Energy 
Strategic  Plan  Draft  page  2,  1-11.  Commissioner  Tuchow  asked  for  a definition  of  Feed-in  Tariff.  Ms. 
Murray  reported  that  a Fccd-In  Tariff,  through  a utility,  the  State  Energy  Commission,  or  California  Public 
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Utilities  Commission  (CPUC),  would  insure  that  there  will  be  twenty-year  contracts  offered  for  renewable 
energy  generation  at  set  rates  so  that  developers  are  enticed  to  actually  develop  these  projects  knowing  that 
there  will  be  a steady  income  stream  for  twenty  years.  Right  now,  the  rate  structure  does  not  favor 
renewable  energy  and  is  liable  to  change  at  any  point.  This  tariff  would  provide  for  those  assurances  and 
lead  to  greater  investment  by  the  private  sector.  An  example  of  a successful  Feed-In  Tariff  that  has  been  in 
effect  for  several  years  is  in  Germany.  Germany  has  the  highest  rate  of  renewables  in  the  world  as  a result 
of  a Feed-In  Tariff  and  has  had  many  renewable-energy,  solar,  wind  and  other  companies  locate  there 
because  that  is  where  projects  are  going  in  and  industry  has  decided  it  is  best  to  locate.  It  is  also  one  of  the 
key  ways  to  achieve  a green  economy.  Ontario,  Canada  has  successfully  accomplished  the  same  last  year 
and  has  a lot  of  projects  going  in.  That  is  the  first  time  it  has  been  done  in  North  America  at  that  level.  Ms. 
Murray  stated  that  she  would  like  California  to  implement  the  same  type  of  program. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  one  of  the  incentives  for  pursuing  carbon  footprint  reductions  besides  saving 
the  planet  and  reducing  potential  harmful  health  effects  is  the  potential  for  creating  an  economy  that  is  led 
by  these  principles.  He  asked  how  work  is  being  achieved  with  other  City  departments  on  stimulus-funded 
projects  to  create  employment  and  contract  opportunities.  A lot  of  people  were  sold  on  the  stimulus  idea  on 
the  basis  that  it  would  create  jobs.  He  asked  Mr.  Broomhead  whether  the  six  new  hires  that  were  hired  for 
the  TrainGreenSF  program  are  being  paid  through  stimulus  money.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  there  are 
three  people  still  to  be  hired,  but  that  all  six  hires  would  be  paid  through  stimulus  funding.  He  explained  that 
TrainGreenSF  is  a City-sponsored  job  training  program  that  is  being  operated  by  Good  Will.  Anybody 
hired  through  that  program  would  not  be  City  staff  and  would  be  hired  by  private  contractors  after 
completion  of  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  he  also  serves  on  the  Green  Jobs  Advisory 
Committee  of  the  Workforce  Investment  Board  and  has  attended  several  meetings  of  the  Emerald  Cities 
group. 

Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  many  people  believe  that  stimulus  funds  will  be  creating  thousands  of  jobs, 
which  is  not  the  case.  The  current  program  that  costs  five  million  dollars  a year  is  distributed  evenly 
between  incentives  and  technical  assistance  and  has  produced  175  jobs  in  the  private  sector.  Something  on  a 
similar  scale  will  be  done  in  the  next  year  and  a half  that  may  create  another  100-150  jobs  depending  on  the 
market  sector  and  measures.  One  of  the  reasons  that  the  stimulus  money  has  been  structured  toward  the 
residential  market  is  because  in  doing  a home  performance  retrofit,  more  money  is  spent  on  labor  and  less 
money  on  materials.  This  program  would  create  professional  jobs  for  people  of  a fairly  high  level  of 
development.  Somebody  coming  out  of  a workforce  training  program  or  someone  who  would  have  a high 
school  diploma  and  has  had  a chronic  problem  with  finding  employment  would  be  the  occasional  helper  on 
some  of  these  jobs,  so  there  won’t  be  dozens  of  these  jobs,  only  a handful. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  the  Bayview  community  has  agreed  to  certain  land  use  projects  based  on  the 
idea  that  it  would  provide  employment  for  a population  that  is  much  like  the  latter  that  Mr.  Broomhead 
described.  It  is  relevant  that  since  we  are  at  the  forefront  of  creating  the  policies  that  end  up  creating  the 
jobs,  that  we  need  to  start  stating  what  is  being  produced.  Some  of  the  programs  that  are  producing  fine 
work  should  be  promoted  and  quantified  in  our  work  because  a lot  of  people  are  more  interested  in  a better 
financial  future  for  the  country  than  saving  the  planet.  Another  objective  should  be  added  that  our  activity 
produces  a certain  amount  of  employment  in  order  to  justify  what  is  being  done  for  people  that  are  more 
interested  in  the  jobs  that  are  being  created.  This  would  also  account  for  the  stimulus  money  that  the 
President  has  provided  to  produce  jobs. 
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Director  Nutter  reported  that  the  Department  is  moving  in  this  direction  and  has  been  putting  together 
presentations  on  this  issue.  When  talking  about  the  future  of  the  Department  in  the  Chronicle  last  week,  she 
had  stated  that  the  objective  is  not  only  about  continuing  to  convince  folks  that  the  programs  that  we  have 
are  good  for  protecting  our  urban  environment,  but  that  they  are  a critical  component  of  creating  jobs  in  our 
city  and  stimulating  the  economy.  She  has  asked  every  Department  program  area  to  report  and  track  as  a 
metric  how  many  jobs  are  being  created  through  each  of  our  programs.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the 
Commission  will  be  hearing  from  the  Environmental  Justice  and  EnvironmentNow  program  staff  that  is 
solely  focused  on  Department  work  on  the  green  jobs  sector  and  green  economy,  so  there  will  be  other 
opportunities  to  discuss  this  topic  at  length  since  dedicated  staff  is  looking  at  these  issues. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  since  staff  has  this  information  already,  he  would  like  to  quantify  the 
economic  impact.  If  we  can't  prove  to  people  that  this  makes  dollars  and  sense,  a lot  of  people  who  don’t 
believe  we  have  a greenhouse  problem  will  find  more  reason  to  oppose  programs.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated 
that  it  can  easily  be  integrated  into  the  Strategic  Plan  discussion.  He  discussed  current  hiring  that  would  not 
have  been  achieved  without  stimulus  funding.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  discussions  have  been  held  at 
senior  staff  meetings  about  adding  in  metrics  once  drafts  have  been  completed,  and  this  would  be  one  of  the 
key  metrics  for  each  of  the  programs.  Ms.  Murray  reported  that  the  GoSolar  SF  incentive  program  has 
hired  66  people  from  disadvantaged  communities  in  San  Francisco  for  full-time  work  in  the  solar  industry. 

Commissioner  Wald  discussed  the  importance  of  including  metrics  or  measures  that  can  be  used  to  tell 
Commissioners  and  other  San  Franciscans  about  the  progress  being  made  in  achieving  these  goals.  The 
overall  goal  will  be  somewhat  difficult  to  quantify  and  some  are  self-explanatory  or  inherent  in  the  item 
itself,  but  others  will  need  some  other  measure  identified  to  see  whether  the  objective  has  been  achieved. 

As  important  as  it  is  to  have  those  objectives,  it  is  also  important  to  accomplish  the  tracking  and  reporting  in 
a way  that  would  not  overburden  staff.  It  is  important  to  decide  what  the  metrics  are,  develop  materials  to 
show  the  progress  that  has  been  made,  and  identify  a way  to  report  that  information  to  San  Francisco 
residents  so  that  they  have  an  appreciation  of  what  is  being  accomplished  and  in  their  own  role  in  meeting 
those  objectives  as  well  as  a sense  of  pride  in  living  in  the  city  and  in  what  the  Department  is 
accomplishing. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  congratulated  the  work  that  is  being  done  in  energy  efficiency  and  renewables  and 
on  the  inspirational  projects.  He  stated  that  his  concern  is  that  there  are  a lot  of  action  items  that  the 
Department  is  working  on  and  asked  whether  there  should  be  more  of  a focus  on  doing  just  a few  items  well 
as  opposed  to  such  a large  quantity.  Mr.  Broomhead  agreed,  but  explained  that  there  is  a small  team  of 
people  who  are  dedicated  to  achieving  each  of  these  actions.  He  and  Ms.  Kelly  work  on  shielding  staff 
from  a lot  of  the  confusion  in  the  marketplace  and  providing  them  with  resources  and  clear  goals  so  they 
can  do  their  job.  ' 

Commissioner  Wald  asked  if  staff  is  being  allocated  in  the  best  possible  way  in  order  to  achieve  goals  and 
make  the  best  use  of  available  funding.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  bolded  items  outlined  in  the  Strategic 
Plan  arc  considered  the  most  important  and  would  bring  us  closer  to  the  goal,  while  the  non-bolded  items 
arc  second-tier  tasks  that  arc  considered  supplementary  actions.  She  reported  that  a discussion  has  been  held 
on  turning  all  the  strategic  plans  into  work  plan  documents  that  have  associated  budgets  and  staff.  That  is 
the  time  when  resources  would  be  identified  to  enable  work  on  the  supplemental  items,  drop  them  off,  or 
change  priorities.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  strategic  opportunities  are  often  times  identified  when 
resources  arc  available  or  through  a window  of  opportunity. 
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Commissioner  Mok  commended  the  goals  in  the  Strategic  Plan.  He  asked  what  would  happen  if  budget 
priorities  change  next  year.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  a change  in  Mayor  could  have  an  effect  on  policy 
decisions  and  funding  being  sought.  However,  all  of  the  funding  sources  in  the  climate  and  energy  area  are 
from  dedicated  sources  such  as  rate-payer  money  that  comes  to  the  Department  under  orders  from  the 
CPUC  to  PG&E  who  then  contracts  to  the  Department.  It  is  not  controlled  by  the  Mayor  or  subject  to  what 
happens  to  the  budget  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  from  a strategic  perspective  it  is  important  to  think  about  goals  that  cross 
over  all  of  the  different  program  areas  as  a whole.  He  stated  that  he  was  thinking  about  Commissioner 
King’s  comments  about  certain  communities  and  their  need  to  understand  the  green  movement,  which 
seems  to  transcend  renewables  and  a lot  of  these  different  projects.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  the  current 
solution  is  to  create  a Strategic  Plan  that  is  the  cover  document  for  all  of  the  program  areas  that  highlights 
cross-program  area  themes  and  where  the  focus  strategically  is  in  the  Department.  She  asked 
Commissioners  for  their  input  and  ideas.  Commissioner  Tuchow  suggested  identifying  three  or  four  broad 
goals  and  strategies  for  the  Department  and  for  each  of  the  Strategic  Plans  to  fit  into  the  whole. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Energy  Program  has  2.5  auditors  going  out  to  small  businesses  on  a daily 
basis  to  support  the  green  business  program,  but  they  do  not  currently  promote  it.  The  goal  is  to  cross-train 
them  in  the  areas  of  toxics  reduction  and  water  so  they  can  do  preliminary  assessments  at  every  business 
they  go  to.  It  would  only  take  a small  amount  of  time  to  make  a preliminary  green  business  assessment  and 
start  promoting  the  program  and  green  everything  they  do.  He  explained  that  there  is  a small  percentage  of 
energy-efficiency  achieved  from  this  effort  because  they  are  small  facilities.  You  have  to  go  in  several 
times  to  talk  to  somebody,  and  they  may  have  12  light-bulbs  and  one  refrigerator  that  need  replacing.  You 
are  not  getting  a lot  of  savings  as  opposed  to  making  the  same  level  of  effort  to  contact  and  convince  a 
larger  business  who  has  capital  to  invest.  However,  it  is  still  important  to  do  this  for  small  businesses 
because  utilities  do  not  offer  this  service,  and  it  is  unique  for  local  governments  to  provide  this  service. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  on  the  Energy  Strategic  Plan,  Objective  A,  Action  3,  the 
Department  has  a plan  to  reduce  35,000  tons  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  Somebody  made  a comment  that 
it  was  for  buildings  over  10,000  square  feet.  Does  that  mean  that  buildings  under  10,000  square  feet  would 
not  come  under  this  ordinance?  On  Action  4,  the  goal  is  to  reduce  3500  tons  in  residential  units,  which  is 
ten  percent  of  the  commercial.  Is  there  a size  limit  on  residential  buildings?  In  Objective  B,  Action  6,  for  a 
public  outreach  campaign  to  market  the  state  incentive  program.  She  stated  that  she  had  received  a discount 
from  the  federal  and  state  government  for  installation  of  photovoltaic  panels,  and  that  San  Francisco  is 
behind  on  this  incentive  program.  Will  there  be  a local  incentive  program?  On  Objective  B,  Action  1 1,  to 
develop  pilot  projects  for  large-scale  wave  power.  We  have  already  had  a pilot  project  and  it  was  decided 
that  it  was  going  to  be  too  expensive  for  the  amount  of  energy  that  would  be  produced  because  of  the  cost  of 
construction,  etc. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  buildings  under  than  10,000  square  feet  are  small  in  terms  of  commercial 
buildings.  The  expense  of  sending  an  auditor  out,  somebody  to  go  through  the  benchmarking  process 
would  not  be  a useful  activity  in  this  case.  The  Department’s  small  business  program  does  a good  job  of 
reaching  the  smaller  buildings.  On  Action  4,  there  is  no  size  limit  on  residences— it  is  a limit  on  the  amount 
of  funding  available.  We  could  easily  do  ten  times  that  amount,  but  ten  times  the  amount  of  money  would 
be  needed.  If  the  block  grant  program  is  refunded  in  another  program  cycle,  more  tons  could  be  done.  On 
Action  6,  there  is  a local  solar  photovoltaic  incentive  being  funded  from  the  SFPUC  that  has  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  project  that  produces  electricity.  It  is  more  cost-effective  for  the  City  to  get  solar  in  San  Francisco 


Commission  on  the  Env  ironment 

December  7,  2010  Rescheduled  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
Page  8 


by  handing  cash  over  to  residents  or  businesses  that  are  going  to  turn  that  into  solar  projects  than  for  the 
City  to  do  it  and  pay  for  the  project. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  on  Action  1 1,  the  City  did  have  a project  working  with  the  SFPUC  and  other 
localities  around  the  Bay  looking  at  tidal  current  energy  where  machines  would  be  placed  somewhere  at  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  area  underwater  that  would  capture  the  tidal  current.  It  proved  to  be  too  expensive  for 
the  amount  of  energy  produced.  Currently,  ten  times  that  amount  of  energy  could  be  accomplished  for  the 
same  amount  of  dollars  through  energy  efficiency  than  by  tidal.  Now  we  are  trying  wave  energy,  which  is 
not  the  flow  of  the  tide  based  on  the  moon,  it  is  the  flow  of  waves  that  come  from  wind-power  generated  in 
storms  off  the  Antarctic  Coast.  Those  storms  make  their  way  here,  and  those  winds  produce  waves  that 
energy  can  be  captured  from.  That  needs  to  be  studied,  and  we  don’t  know  how  many  megawatts  it  may 
produce.  It  may  prove  to  be  a small  amount  of  power  for  the  cost.  The  biggest  point  to  be  considered  on 
the  cost  for  wave  is  how  to  bring  the  power  in.  All  of  the  power  lines  that  go  out  to  the  western  side  of  the 
city  are  small  and  for  residential  use.  There  is  no  heavy  power  line  going  there.  It  would  not  be 
inexpensive  to  put  a big  field  of  generators  on  the  sea  floor  and  bring  it  in  through  a major  transmission  line. 

6.  Review  and  Approv  al  of  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Annual  Report  for  inclusion  into  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  2011  Annual  Report  and  Efficiency  Plan.  (Explanatory  Document: 
Annual  Report  Draft  and  Final)  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  Speakers:  Commissioner  Johanna 
Wald  and  Monica  Fish.  Commission  Secretary  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  Policy  Committee  members  and  Ms.  Fish  have  identified  a plan  for 
preparing  the  Annual  Report  on  a regular  basis  that  would  allow  for  a review  of  the  Draft  by  the  Policy 
Committee  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  a timely  basis.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Draft 
Annual  Report  that  is  included  in  the  Commission  packet  has  been  approved  by  the  Policy  Committee  for 
recommendation  to  the  Commission.  Commissioner  Wald  urged  the  Commission  to  approve  the  Annual 
Report  Draft.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  Annual  Report 
Draft  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald; 
Absent:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

7.  Planning  for  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  201 1 Annual  Retreat.  Speaker:  Monica  Fish, 
Commission  Secretary  (Discussion)  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Commission’s  2010  Annual  Retreat  was 
held  in  February  of  this  year  and  that  it  is  time  to  plan  for  the  201 1 Annual  Retreat.  She  announced  that  the 
topic  of  discussion  at  the  last  retreat  was  Green  Jobs  and  asked  Commissioners  for  their  suggestions  for 
agenda  topics  and  for  their  availability  in  February.  Commissioner  Mok  stated  that  the  topic  of  discussion 
at  the  last  meeting  was  strictly  about  the  JobsNow  program  and  asked  that  the  Retreat  discussions  go  back 
to  a previous  format  of  including  more  agenda  topics.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  values  the 
opportunity  of  having  an  in-depth  discussion  of  an  item,  but  would  like  to  see  more  time  for  what  is  more 
traditionally  considered  a retreat,  e.g.,  to  see  where  the  Commission  came  from,  where  it  is  going,  to  assess 
accomplishments,  and  set  goals  as  a Commission  for  the  coming  year.  She  would  like  time  for 
introspection.  Commission  President  Tuchow  asked  Commissioners  to  consider  appropriate  topics  and 
structure  for  the  meeting.  Ms.  Fish  asked  that  Commissioners  send  in  their  suggestions  before  the  January 
25,  201 1 Commission  meeting  so  an  additional  discussion  could  be  held  at  that  meeting.  Commissioner 
Tuchow  asked  that  all  ideas  be  communicated  to  the  Director  and  Commission  President. 

8.  Review  and  Approval  of  Resolution  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  Article 
IV  - Officers,  Section  3A:  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Notice  of 
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Proposed  Bylaws  Amendment,  Draft  Resolution  File  2010-08-COE,  and  Approved  Resolution  No.  007-08- 
COE)  Sponsor  and  Speaker:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  the  current  Bylaws  allows  for  a bifurcated  election  process  under  which 
the  Commission  has  one  meeting  for  nominations  of  officers  and  a subsequent  meeting  where  officers  are 
elected.  She  stated  that  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  has  assured  her  that  it  is  not  a required  process.  She 
explained  that  it  is  a process  that  has  caused  problems  in  the  past  nominating  and  electing  officers  at  the 
right  meeting.  The  goal  of  this  amendment  is  to  simplify  the  process  by  which  the  Commission  nominates 
and  elects  its  officers  by  ending  the  bifurcation  and  would  allow  for  nomination  and  election  of  officers  at  a 
single  meeting,  which  is  the  way  that  many  Commissions  operate. 

Commissioner  Wald  stated  that  if  rules  allow,  she  would  like  to  propose  an  additional  amendment  to 
include  to  the  same  section  after  the  term  “practicable”,  “that  those  officers  elected  shall  serve  until  their 
successors  are  elected.”  Commissioner  Gravanis  proposed  an  alternate  amendment  to  Article  4,  Section  2: 
Term  of  Office  of  the  existing  Bylaws  that  would  state  that  “The  term  of  each  office  shall  be  one  year  or 
until  the  successors  are  duly  elected.”  Commissioner  Wald  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  if 
Commissioner  Gravanis’s  proposal  could  be  adopted  at  this  time  under  the  current  Notice  of  Bylaws 
Amendment.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Owen  confirmed  that  because  the  amendment  is  to  the  same  section, 
the  current  notice  would  be  adequate  for  either  amendment.  Commissioner  Wald  deferred  to  the 
amendment  proposed  by  Commissioner  Gravanis.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Wald,  second  by 
Commissioner  King,  Resolution  File  2010-08-COE  amending  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s 
Bylaws  Article  IV-  Officers,  Section  2:  Term  of  Office  and  Section  3 A:  Nomination  and  Election  of 
Officers  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Tuchow,  Gravanis,  King,  Mok  and  Wald; 
Absent:  Commissioners  Martin  and  Prakash). 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Lurilla  Harris  stated  that  she  does  not  believe  that  adequate  notice  was  issued  for  the 
amendment  to  Section  2:  Term  of  Office. 

9.  Nomination  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Officers.  This  agenda  item  will  be  considered  if  Agenda 
Item  8 does  not  pass.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  This  agenda  item  was  tabled  until  the  January  25, 
201 1 meeting. 

10.  Operations  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chair’s  Report:  Highlights  of  the  October  20,  2010  meeting  and  review  of  the  agenda  for  the  January  19, 
201 1 meeting  to  be  held  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Eco  Center,  1 1 Grove  Street. 

Operations  Committee  Chair  Mok  reported  that  at  the  October  20,  2010  Operations  Committee  meeting, 

Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Outreach  Program  Manager,  discussed  outreach 
program  priorities  and  website  development.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  changes  to  the  budget 
process  and  the  need  to  expand  office  space  due  to  increase  of  staff.  The  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2011-12  is 
scheduled  for  review  at  the  January  meeting. 

1 1.  Policy  Committee  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Chairs  Report:  Highlights  of  the  October  25  and  November  8,  2010  meetings  and  review  of  the  agenda  for 
the  December  13,  2010  meeting  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 
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Policy  Committee  Chair  Wald  reported  that  at  the  October  25  meeting,  the  Policy  Committee  discussed  the 
Climate  Action  Plan  and  the  Commission’s  Draft  Annual  Report.  At  the  November  8 meeting,  the  Policy 
Committee  discussed  and  heard  a presentation  on  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings  by  Mr.  Mark  Palmer, 
Department  of  the  Environment  Municipal  Green  Building  Coordinator  and  Ms.  AnMarie  Rodgers,  of  the 
Planning  Department.  The  Planning  Department  is  in  the  process  of  adopting  these  standards.  The 
Committee  agreed,  after  a detailed  discussion,  to  recommend  a Resolution  to  this  Commission  supporting 
the  standards  but  ultimately  did  not  do  so.  At  the  November  8 meeting,  the  Committee  also  discussed  the 
Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  programs  that  were  discussed  at  this  meeting.  At  the  next  Policy 
Committee  meeting,  there  will  be  continued  review  of  Draft  Strategic  Plans  that  will  be  forwarded  to  this 
Commission. 

Commission  President  Tuchow  reminded  Commissioners  of  San  Francisco  Charter  Section  4.1 18  that  states 
that  the  Commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  review  and  make  recommendations  on  any  policy  proposed 
for  adoption  by  any  City  agency  regarding  conformity  with  the  long-term  plans  for  environmental 
sustainability  except  for  those  regarding  building  and  land  use.  It  goes  on  to  say  that  the  Commission  can 
make  recommendations  on  a list  of  nine  different  areas,  but  it  does  not  list  land  use.  He  asked  that 
Commissioners  be  aware  of  this  Charter  restriction  because  this  issue  has  come  up  previously  with  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  soccer-fields  agenda  topic  and  now  with  the  Standards  for  Bird-Safe  Buildings.  In  the 
case  for  the  bird  issue,  it  was  a Planning  Department  staff  member  asking  for  Commission  support  of  the 
proposal  because  their  Commission  will  be  hearing  the  item.  Commissioner  Tuchow  stated  that  he  believes 
that  the  intent  of  this  Charter  restriction  is  so  that  one  Commission  is  not  telling  another  Commission  what 
they  should  be  doing.  There  are  different  alternatives  so  as  not  to  breach  the  intent  of  the  Charter.  He 
explained  that  with  the  bird  issue,  there  was  a possibility  to  speak  generally  over  the  Commission’s 
jurisdiction  over  preservation  of  habitat,  but  not  to  go  into  specific  building  code  or  land  use  issues. 

Another  way  would  be  to  defer  the  issue  and  say  that  the  Commission  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
issue. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  this  is  a topic  that  could  be  discussed  at  a retreat  or  as  a new  business 
item  at  a future  meeting.  The  Commission  and  Department  spends  a lot  of  time  talking  about  buildings, 
whether  it  is  the  Green  Building  program,  LEED,  energy  conservation,  GreenPoint  Rated,  Bay  Friendly, 
etc.  The  whole  Climate  Plan  talks  about  how  most  of  our  greenhouse  gases  are  from  transportation  and 
buildings.  She  suggested  that  a discussion  be  held  in  the  future  about  what  this  restriction  really  means.  She 
stated  that  her  impression  is  that  the  restriction  refers  to  discussions  about  building  heights,  footprints,  and 
floor  area  ratios  or  land  use  issues  such  as  zoning,  e.g.,  where  to  put  residential  and  retail  buildings. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  if  we  want  to  do  a good  job  about  transit  development,  we  would  want 
to  talk  about  it.  The  Charter  indicates  that  the  Commission  may  consider  natural  resource  conservation.  So 
in  this  case,  the  indication  is  that  it  is  okay  to  talk  about  window  treatments  that  conserve  energy,  but  not 
window  treatments  that  conserve  wildlife.  She  stated  that  it  seems  inconsistent,  and  proposed  a more 
detailed  discussion  at  a future  meeting. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  wants  to  give  credit  to  the  work  that  the  Department  and  Commission 
docs.  I le  stated  that  he  has  attended  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  and  Planning  Commission  meetings  in 
which  the  Department  and  Commission's  policies  are  often  times  cited  and  represented  in  debates. 

12.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report.  (Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary's  Report)  (Information 
and  Discussion) 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
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• Communications  and  Correspondence 

• Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Commission  Secretary  Fish  reported  that  she  has  included  a written  report  for  the  Commissioners  listing 
updates  on  pending  City  legislation  and  communications  and  correspondence  received  and  distributed  since 
the  last  meeting.  She  stated  that  the  Commission’s  201 1 Meeting  Schedule  was  also  included  in  the 
meeting  packet. 

13.  Director’s  Report.  Updates  on  Department  of  the  Environment  administrative  and  programmatic 

operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air,  Climate,  Energy,  Public  Outreach 
and  Education,  Environmental  Justice,  Green  Building,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction,  and  Urban  Forestry. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report)  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Director  Nutter  reported  that  a written  report  is  included  in  the  meeting  packet  for  the  Commissioner’s 
review.  Highlights  of  the  report  were  provided  as  follows.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  in  relation  to  the 
budget,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  been  traditionally  been  considered  with  General  Fund 
departments.  Since  the  Department  does  not  receive  any  direct  general  fund  money,  it  has  received 
preliminary  approval  to  move  all  of  its  records  out  of  the  City’s  general  fund  categories.  In  the  next  budget 
cycle,  the  Department  will  be  considered  an  enterprise  department,  which  will  be  beneficial  to  the  budget 
process.  In  reference  to  an  administrative  general  item,  the  Department  is  hosting  a holiday  open  house  this 
Thursday,  December  9 from  4:00  - 6:30  p.m.  at  the  Eco  Center  as  a way  to  invite  the  public,  volunteers, 
community  partners,  and  anyone  who  would  want  to  see  where  the  Eco  Center  is,  meet  staff,  and  celebrate 
the  holidays  with  us.  An  invitation  was  extended  to  the  Commissioners  to  join  in. 

In  reference  to  legislation  and  policy,  the  landfill  hearing  that  was  anticipated  for  December  has  been 
postponed  until  January.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  she  took  a tour  of  the  Recology  Ostrom  Road  landfill 
site  with  Supervisors  Mar  and  Avalos  and  met  with  activists  in  the  area  to  get  a perspective  of  what  their 
concerns  are.  There  has  been  some  urgency  to  move  some  legislative  items  quickly  through  the  process 
since  they  have  pending  for  some  time.  One  is  the  Commercial  Buildings  Performance  Ordinance  that  was 
heard  in  Land  Use  Committee  this  Monday  and  was  continued.  It  is  unclear  whether  it  would  be  completed 
with  this  administration  or  postponed  until  next  year.  The  Department  has  been  working  closely  with 
Supervisor  Mirkarimi  and  his  office,  the  Mayor’s  Office,  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  the  drug 
disposal  pilot  program  scoping  out  a potential  industry  pilot  program  and  reviewing  potential  legislation. 
This  item  was  continued  for  one  week. 

In  reference  to  community  events  and  outreach  activities,  there  is  an  extensive  list  in  the  written  report  for 
Commissioners  to  review  on  staff  activities.  Program  milestones  and  achievements  are  segmented  by 
program  area.  Under  the  Zero  Waste  section,  there  is  a lot  of  work  going  on  with  implementation  of  the 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance.  There  has  been  a lot  of  staff  out  in  the  community 
insuring  that  residences,  businesses  and  multi-family  buildings  are  complying  with  the  Ordinance  and 
providing  trainings  on  zero  waste.  The  Outreach  program  has  launched  a fall  recycling  campaign.  The  fall 
mailer  went  to  all  San  Francisco  residences  and  P.O.  boxes  on  guidelines  for  how  to  comply  with  the 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance.  Director  Nutter  announced  that  the  Department  was  one 
of  the  winners  of  the  Great  Race  for  Clean  Air  competition  that  was  announced  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
today.  A certificate  was  received  from  Supervisor  Mar.  The  Department  was  one  of  the  two  department 
winners  selected  out  of  1 8 departments  for  staff  participation  in  using  alternative  transportation  during  the 
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challenge.  Additionally,  the  Director's  Report  includes  information  about  grants  that  were  received  and 
awarded  and  four  new  hires 

Commissioner  King  reported  that  he  is  a member  of  a Committee  who  has  talked  about  following  up  on  the 
recycling  program  at  the  Housing  Authority.  He  stated  that  if  this  model  program  succeeds,  it  would 
permeate  through  the  rest  of  the  other  housing  authorities.  He  asked  that  Director  Nutter  connect  with 
Supervisor  Avalos  and  relay  support  for  the  program  and  report  back  to  the  Commission  at  a future  meeting 
on  how  this  program's  waste  reduction  goals  were  met. 

Commissioner  Tuchow  inquired  about  the  November  1 deadline  for  the  Cell  Phone  right  to  know  ordinance 
and  when  consumers  would  see  SAR  values  next  to  the  products.  Director  Nutter  reported  that  the 
implementation  deadline  has  gone  forward  and  come  and  gone.  Even  though  the  legislation  is  being 
litigated,  implementation  deadlines  are  moving  forward  with  the  exception  of  one  deadline  that  was 
adjusted  for  next  year.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  believes  consumers  would  see  the  SAR  values  on 
February  1 . but  she  would  confirm  and  report  back. 

Commissioner  King  inquired  about  the  status  of  the  potential  legislation  for  the  downtown  traffic 
congestion  loop.  He  stated  that  this  legislation  was  heard  at  the  Commission  at  one  time,  and  he  thought 
there  would  be  further  discussion.  Commissioner  King  stated  that  he  is  not  in  agreement  with  the  legislation 
as  a way  to  influence  people  to  use  public  transportation.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  she  believes  that  the 
congestion  pricing  for  downtown  issue  was  being  led  by  the  Mayor’s  Office,  but  it  is  not  moving  forward  at 
this  time.  A report  would  be  provided  on  the  status. 

14.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Commission  President  Tuchow  asked 
Commissioners  to  bring  forward  requests  for  Commission  meeting  agenda  items  to  his  attention 
approximately  three  weeks  before  meetings  so  they  can  be  added  to  the  agenda.  He  explained  that  agenda 
planning  sessions  are  held  approximately  two  weeks  before  the  meeting  with  the  Commission  President, 
Department  Director,  and  Commission  Secretary.  He  asked  that  Commissioners  give  some  consideration 
to  a meaningful  agenda  and  format  for  the  retreat  and  to  report  back  before  the  January  meeting. 

16.  New  Business/Futurc  Agenda  Items.  (Information,  Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  Commissioner  King 
requested  a review  of  the  impact  of  the  bag  law.  He  discussed  his  concerns  that  initially  there  was  a move 
to  use  plastic  instead  of  paper  bags  in  order  to  save  trees.  Now,  everyone  is  receiving  and  using  more  and 
more  paper  bags.  He  reported  that  when  he  goes  to  the  grocery  store,  he  does  not  see  a huge  proliferation  of 
people  bringing  bags.  He  thinks  that  more  should  be  done  to  encourage  the  use  of  and  give  out  reusable 
bags.  Pricing  people  out  of  using  bags  is  short-sighted  because  they  are  now  adding  the  cost  of  bags  to  their 
cost  of  groceries.  Commissioner  King  requested  that  recommendations  be  made  for  some  type  of  program 
to  help  people  use  reusable  bags  because  it  is  not  happening.  Director  Nutter  stated  that  there  would  be  a 
review  provided  by  the  Zero  Waste  team  of  where  we  have  been  and  where  we  are  today.  She  stated  that 
she  would  make  a request  of  Supervisor  Mirkarimi’s  Office  to  join  in  the  discussion,  because  he  is 
proposing  additional  legislation  next  year  that  relates  to  the  bag  law  that  may  address  some  of  these 
concerns.  Commissioner  Tuchow  asked  that  this  item  be  placed  on  the  next  Commission  meeting  agenda. 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  arc  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 
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18.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  January  25,  201 1,  5:00  p.m. 
at  City  Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  meeting  website  at 

https://sites.gootile.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commi.ssion/environment-commission  included  with  minutes 
by  meeting  date;  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.  Fisli(d)sfsov . org. 

Respectfully  submitted  by  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
Tel:  (415)  355-3709,  Fax:  (415)  554-6393 

Approved:  January  25,  201 1 


8566  2 


